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Executive Summary 

Emergency Services Consulting International (ESCI) was engaged by the Arlington Fire 

Department (AFD), Island County Fire District #1 (Camano Island Fire & Rescue or CIF&R), 

Snohomish County Fire District #15 (FD #15 or Snohomish #15), Snohomish County Fire 

District #19 (FD #19 or Snohomish #19), Snohomish County Fire District #21 (FD #21 or 

Snohomish #21), Snohomish County Fire District #24 (FD #24 or Snohomish #24), and North 

County Regional Fire Authority (NCRFA) to conduct a feasibility study regarding opportunities 

for collaboration between and among the participating fire service agencies.  This report is the 

culmination of that evaluation.  

ESCI thanks the participating citizens, members, staff, and policy-makers of all seven agencies 

for their outstanding cooperation in the preparation of this report.  All involved were candid in 

their comments and provided valuable information, perspective and data to the ESCI team.  The 

results of these interviews were used to identify the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and 

Challenges (SWOC Analysis) for each agency as well as the critical issues facing each agency. 

The purpose of the study was to:  

A. Assess the current fiscal, service level, and infrastructure conditions of each 
participating agency; recommend improvements to their existing processes 
independently; and forecast each agencyôs fiscal future for the next five years. 

B. Identify partnership opportunities available to the agencies to increase efficiency or 
eliminate duplication. 

C. Analyze the most feasible integration options, recommending those with the greatest 
opportunity for success. 

The approach taken by the ESCI project team in developing this study was to first evaluate each 

agency as it operates today autonomously (referred to as current conditions in the report), and 

identify areas where process improvement can be recommended.  These individual 

recommendations are listed in the appropriate sections, but are also compiled by agency in 

Appendix B of this report for the convenience of each agency.  The project team then compared 

each agency to the other agencies participating in the study to find duplication and opportunities 

for greater collaboration, up to and including full integration of agencies.  From this comparison, 

the project team identified operational goals where closer collaboration can be implemented at 

the fire chief level (with appropriate legal agreements approved by the policy-makers) and 

where governance or policy strategies require policy-maker deliberation and action to 
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implement.  Finally, the project team provided guidance on implementation of those goals and 

strategies.   

In recent years cooperative service and the consolidation of fire departments and emergency 

medical systems has become a viable option in trying to ensure efficiencies are being captured 

and innovation and technologies are being utilized.  Typically, the motivation to look at doing 

more with neighboring jurisdictions is considered for a number of reasons, including the desire 

to maintain or enhance current services or service levels, reducing or eliminating future costs,  

or the elimination of duplication.  ESCI has been involved in many successful functional, 

operational, and legal consolidations.  However, we do caution clients that consolidation for the 

sole purpose of saving money has risk.   

In most cases there are long-term costs savings through regional cooperative effort, but not all 

consolidations ultimately result in saving money.  Analysis has to be done to determine what the 

potential is for cost reductions as well as efficiencies that can be gained that will maintain or 

enhance services to the public.  In todayôs economy the expectation is that the fire service will 

do more with less and deliver service in a conservative manner, particularly as it relates to the 

long-term financial sustainability of programs and services.   

This report contains the following sections:  SWOC (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 

Challenges) Analysis; Current Conditions (including the fiscal analyses); Future Opportunities 

for Collaboration; Operational Goals; Governance Strategies; Implementation Guidance; 

Findings; and Recommendations.  An additional component, ñSo, Now What?ò describes a 

process ESCI would recommend the agencies use in considering next steps related to the 

strategies contained in this report. 

KEY FINDINGS  

All seven fire agencies have already demonstrated their ability to collaborate on various 

initiatives.  They have also discovered numerous challenges they each face but have in 

common with each other.  A combined and concerted effort to respond to these challenges is in 

their collective best interests which, we presume, led to the initiation of this study.  All seven 

agencies are committed to the service they provide to their customers and citizens.  In brief, 

ESCI finds:  

Finding #1: All of the fire departments and districts are interdependent.  As stand-alone 
fire departments/districts, each agency would be challenged to effectively combat a 
significant incident without each otherôs assistance. 
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Finding #2:  The communities being served are proud of and in some cases fiercely 
protective of their fire agencies.    

Finding #3: Interviews with residents of the communities about service levels indicated 
that expectations are generally being met, with some concern expressed by business 
interests that more needs to be done in Arlington.   

Finding #4: Gaps exist in each organization.  They range from needing a reliable 
records management system to provide solid data in order to make good management 
decisions (Snohomish #15, #21, and #24) to staffing shortages for emergency 
operations (all agencies). 

Finding #5: Other agencies not involved in this study should be considered in 
partnership discussions (Snohomish #25 -- Oso and Snohomish #12 -- Marysville), 
Governance options for Snohomish #24 have been severely curtailed by isolation from 
the other participating agencies as a result of physical separation from the other 
agencies. 

Finding #6: Organizational culture is strongly rooted in each agency, and is one of the 
most difficult aspects to overcome as barriers to implementing integration strategies. 

Finding #7: Policymakers should adopt a plan, similar to the one outlined in this report, 
to evaluate each of the recommendations contained herein, aligning the processes, 
services, and operations of the agencies where possible.   

Finding #8: Opportunities to reduce duplication and/or increase efficiency exist in the 
areas of standardized specifications for fire equipment, the creation of a single fire 
training division, pooling volunteer services, cooperating in the staffing of Peak Activity 
Units (PAUs), and sharing of other resources and unified programs.   

Finding #9: AFD, Snohomish #19, and Snohomish #21 formation of a Regional Fire 
Authority is feasible.  If pursued incrementally, it should start with shared management 
services.  An agreement would result in eliminated duplication and increased efficiency 
at the administrative level.  Some cost savings can be realized, though such savings are 
limited.   

Finding #10: An RFA formation between CIF&R and NCRFA is not fiscally viable.  An 
effort to align fire levy rates between the two agencies and move toward a sustainable 
revenue model over time may facilitate future consideration of this option. 

Finding #11: An RFA formation between Snohomish #15 and the Tulalip Tribe would 
require annexation of the DNR protected land and include Snohomish #12 in the 
formation (or Snohomish #12 de-annexing the tribal land it currently serves, ceding it to 
the RFA).  These complications make this strategy unfeasible.  Snohomish #15 policy-
makers should be cognizant of any changing circumstances, renewing this potential for a 
change in governance in the future. 

Finding #12: An RFA formation between NCRFA, Snohomish #19, and Snohomish #15 
is not fiscally viable.  An effort to align fire levy rates between the three agencies and 
move toward a sustainable revenue model over time may facilitate future consideration 
of this option. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  

Given the analysis in this study and the findings above, ESCI recommends:  

The agencies should implement the following operational goals: 

¶ Regional Training Consolidation 

¶ Regional Logistics Consolidation 

¶ Combine Volunteer Services Regionally 

¶ Implement Peak Activity Units Regionally 

The agencies should implement the following governance (policy) strategies: 

¶ Strategy 1 (AFD, Snohomish #19, Snohomish #21 RFA) 

The agencies should monitor conditions for future opportunity to implement: 

¶ Strategy 2 (NCRFA, CIF&R RFA) 

¶ Strategy 3 (Snohomish #15, Tulalip Tribe RFA)  

¶ Strategy 4 (NCRFA annex Snohomish #15, Snohomish #19) 

¶ Snohomish #24 and #25 (Oso) should explore a potential partnership (Oso is 
not a party to this study) 

NEXT STEPS  

ESCI suggests the following next steps to continue the collaboration and consolidation work: 

1. Consider acquiring a neutral third party to guide the partnership and integration 
discussions initially.  This provides objectivity and avoids self-interest getting in the way 
of what may be a better regional approach.   

2. Convene a meeting of the combined elected officials and establish a shared vision for 
the effort moving forward. 

3. Invite external stakeholders into the process to advise the policymakers from a 
community perspective. 

4. Establish the various working groups referenced in Figure 222 and the workgroup 
descriptions which follow it.  Once the working groups are established, they will set their 
meeting schedules and begin their various responsibilities and assignments.   

5. Establish a regularly scheduled briefing process from the chairs of each working group 
to the Joint Implementation Committee (JIC) and from the JIC to the policymakers.   

6. Establish a communication strategy to keep internal members informed or act as a 
clearing house for rumors.  Establish a communication strategy to keep the communities 
and media informed when key milestones have been achieved or a change in direction 
has occurred. Communication should be positive, transparent, timely, and coordinated.   

7. Celebrate successes publicly and build momentum. 
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Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Challenges (SWOC) 

The study takes into account the many shared issues that face the seven fire agencies and how such matters affect the effort to 

construct a model for efficient service.  A SWOC Analysis was performed, identifying the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 

challenges facing the organizations.  Further, critical issues were listed from the perspective of the leadership of the agencies. 

Organizational Strengths 

It is important for any organization to identify its strengths in order to ensure that effort and result are aligned with organizational 

mission and purpose.  Identification of organizational strengths leads to the channeling of efforts toward community needs that match 

those strengths.  Programs that do not match organizational strengths or the primary function of the business should be evaluated for 

the rate of return on staff time.  In the course of ESCIôs stakeholder interviews, the strengths of Arlington Fire Department (AFD), 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue (CIF&R), Snohomish County Fire District #15 (Snohomish #15), Snohomish County Fire District #19 

(Snohomish #19), Snohomish County Fire District #21 (Snohomish #21), Snohomish County Fire District #24 (Snohomish #24), and 

North County Regional Fire Authority (NCRFA) are paraphrases of those interviewed.     

Strengths 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

Well organized, 
professional, high 

standards, 
good working 
relationships, 
community 

commitment, 
accountability 

EMS system, 
training; strong 

community; board 
consensus,  good 
facilities, finances 

stable, solid 
command staff,  

constructive 
bargaining 
sessions, 
volunteer 

involvement 

SCFD #15 did not 
participate in a 

SWOC Analysis 

Our people, 
good leadership, 
our community, 

training, problem 
solvers, 

equipment, 
positive attitude & 
commitment, solid 
financial position, 
strong alignment 
between board 

and officers. 

Solid workforce of 
capable and 
dedicated 

volunteers, core 
leadership, 

service ethic, 
financially stable, 
good apparatus 

and facility 

Focus on taking 
care of people, 

good officers and 
fire chief; 

community 
involvement, good 

interagency 
relationships 

(Sheriff) 

Good leadership 
and management, 
financially stable, 
good people, well 

trained, good 
facilities and 
equipment, 

community focus, 
many 

opportunities 
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Organizational Weaknesses 

Performance or lack of performance within an organization depends greatly on the identification of weaknesses and how they are 

confronted.  While it is not unusual for these issues to be at the heart of the organizationôs overall problems, it is unusual for 

organizations to be able to identify and deal with these issues effectively on their own. 

For any organization to either begin or continue to move progressively forward, it must not only be able to identify its strengths but 

also those areas where it does not function well.  These areas of needed enhancements are not the same as challenges, but rather 

those day-to-day issues and concerns that may slow or inhibit progress.  ESCI asked stakeholders to list organizational weaknesses 

in their respective organizations.  They are listed below as reported by the interviewees.   

 

Weaknesses 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

Managing 
expenses, live 
within budget, 

understaffed, no 
funding for 
equipment 

replacement, 
priorities not 

aligned, labor 
relations and 

politics, lack of 
strategic plan, 
reluctance to 

consider alternative 
service models 

Distance to local 
hospitals lead to 

EMS out of 
service times, 

relationship with 
NCFRA, impacts 

of regulations, 
reduced tax 

revenues, labor 
relations & 

politics, 
mutual aid using 

multiple 
communications 

centers 

SCFD #15 did not 
participate in a 

SWOC Analysis 

Heavily reliant on 
fire chief, low 

incident volume is 
disincentive, 

limited funding, 
two-person 

staffing 

Inadequate 
service delivery to 

south area of 
district, station 

size; interpersonal 
communication 
issues, lacking 
ñrespectò for 
leadership, 

resistance to 
change, inbred 

culture, volunteer 
turnover, training, 
lack of consistent 

accountability 

Limited funding, 
lack of volunteers, 

commissioners 
donôt always 

understand policy 
role, interpersonal 
communications 
are poor or non-

existent, 
inadequate 
equipment, 

isolated 
community 

Growing pains 
with finding a fire 

chief and 
developing 

leadership; lack of 
public awareness 

about fire 
authority 

structure, labor 
relations and 

politics, history is 
sometimes an 
impediment to 

problem solving 
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Opportunities 

The opportunities for an organization depend on the identification of strengths and how they are built upon and in what way 

weaknesses are diminished.  The focus of opportunities is not solely on existing service but on expanding and developing new 

possibilities both inside and beyond the traditional boundaries of business as usual.  

 

Challenges 

To gain full benefit of any opportunity, the challenges to the organization, with their new risks and threats, must also be identified.  By 

recognizing potential challenges, an organization can greatly reduce the potential for future setbacks. 

As with opportunities and the context in which the questions were posed to the interviewees, responses tended to be applicable to 

the seven organizations.  In some instances the challenges may affect the outcome of cooperative efforts with and between any or all 

of the participating agencies. 

 

Opportunities 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

Collaboration 
creates 

opportunities to 
eliminate 

redundancies and 
increase training, 

solve common 
problems, manage 

administrative 
costs, improved 
culture, stable 

funding 

Closer 
relationship with 

community, make 
best use of limited 

funding, 
regionalized 

training, 
maintenance, and 

response 
services, stable 

funding 

SCFD #15 did not 
participate in a 

SWOC Analysis 

Opportunities to 
partner with other 
fire departments, 

regionalize 
training and 
maintenance 

Opportunity to 
make service 
ñseamless,ò 
solidify our 

ñcommunity,ò gain 
better return on 

investments, 
daytime coverage, 

coverage for 
south area 

RFA has good 
and bad; better 
outcomes with 
more involved, 
community is 
growing, good 

relationships with 
local tribes, 

regional grant 
applications, 

shared (improved) 
administrative 

services 

Become better 
with a good 
foundation, 

stronger 
management, 

broader 
experience, 

improved water 
supply systems, 
push the ñresetò 
button and start 

fresh 
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After discussing core services, organizational strengths and weaknesses, and the opportunities and challenges posed by the current 

environment, ESCI asked stakeholders to identify the critical issues they perceive each fire agency is facing.  The following reflect 

the critical issues that the respondents felt pose the greatest risk for each agency separately, which have a bearing upon the 

potential success of ANY cooperative service delivery initiatives. 

Challenges 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

Living within our 
resources, 

embrace change, 
loss of control, loss 

of community, 
increased cost, 

increasing pressure 
on EMS system, 

continuing growth, 
aging equipment 

State regulations, 
adequate staffing, 

developing 
capable 

leadership, budget 
and funding,  

geography (long 
narrow island) 

SCFD #15 did not 
participate in a 

SWOC Analysis 

Unclear future, 
sustainability, all 

participating 
agencies 

overcoming our 
collective history 
with each other, 

loss of control and 
identity if merger, 

unstable 
assessed values 

Territorial 
attitudes, 

geographical 
challenges, 
including the 

volunteer 
component, 

annexation, loss 
of control 

Finding qualified 
and capable 
volunteers, 

funding, 
communicating 

among ourselves 
and within the 

community 

Growth, 
requirements & 

restrictions of laws 
and codes, quality 

leadership, 
uniform code 
enforcement, 

fiscal challenges 

Critical Issues 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

Funding, staffing, 
equipment, training 

Funding, 
unfunded 
liabilities, 
apparatus 

replacement, 
officer 

development, 
transport distance 

SCFD #15 did not 
participate in a 

SWOC Analysis 

Funding, 
volunteer staffing, 

annexation 

Persuading the 
public, funding, 

volunteer staffing, 
apparatus 

replacement, 
south side 

coverage, lack of 
facility space 

Budget, 
volunteers, 
apparatus, 
policies and 
procedures 

Capable 
leadership and 
management, 

funding, 
apparatus, 

healthcare system 
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Evaluation of Current Conditions 

Organization Overview  

The feasibility study involves the Arlington Fire Department (AFD), Camano Island Fire & Rescue (CIF&R), Snohomish County Fire 

District #15 (Snohomish #15), Snohomish County Fire District #19 (Snohomish #19), Snohomish County Fire District #21 

(Snohomish #21), Snohomish County Fire District #24 (Snohomish #24), and North County Regional Fire Authority (NCRFA) 

collectively referred to as the Arlington Regional study area or Arlington Regional study agencies.   

Data provided by the participating fire agencies was combined with information collected in the course of ESCIôs field work and used 

to develop an overview of the seven organizations.  The purpose of the following organizational overview is two-fold.  First, it verifies 

the accuracy of the baseline information and ESCIôs understanding of each agencyôs compositionðthe foundation from which the 

feasibility analysis is developed.  Second, the overview serves as a reference for the reader who may not be familiar with the details 

of each agencyôs operations. 

Figure 1: Survey Table - Organization Overview 

Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

1. Responsibilities & Lines of Authority 

A. Governing body 
Municipal ï 

strong mayor 

Fire District 
Board of 

Commissioners 
(5) 

Fire District 
Board of 

Commissioners 
(3) 

Fire District 
Board of 

Commissioners 
(3) 

Fire District 
Board of 

Commissioners 
(3) 

Fire District 
Board of 

Commissioners 
(5) 

RFA 
Governing 

Board 

    i) head of 
governing body 

Barbara 
Tolbert, 
Mayor 

Pat Metz, Chair 
Bill Dobler, 
Chairman 

Kevin Buhr, 
Chairman 

Jim Strago, 
Chairman 

Dennis Vincent, 
Chairman 

Jack 
Stedman, 

Chair 

    ii) key employee 
of governing body 

City 
Administrator 
Allen Johnson 

Chief Mike Ganz 
Chief Teri 

Dodge 
Chief Keith 

Strotz 
Chief Rick Isler 

Chief Dennis 
Fenstermaker 

Chief Dale 
Fulfs, Board 
Secretary 



Arlington Region, Washington 
Cooperative Efforts Feasibility Study 

 

Page 10  

Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    iii) meetings 
Mondays at  

7 p.m. 
2

nd
 & 4

th
 Monday 

at 7 p.m. 

2nd 
Wednesday 

monthly 

2
nd

 Thursday of 
every month  

7 p.m. 

2
nd

 & 4
th
 

Thursday of 
month at 6:30 

p.m. 

1st Monday at 7 
p.m. 

2
nd

 and 4
th
 

Wednesday 
at 6 p.m. 

B. Elected official 
authority defined 

Yes, by 
position 

description 
Yes, by statute Yes, by statute Yes, by statute Yes, by statute Yes, by statute 

Commissione
r Handbook 

C. Fire chief position 
Bruce 

Stedman 
Mike Ganz Teri Dodge Keith Strotz Rick Isler 

Dennis 
Fenstermaker 

Dale Fulfs 

    i) hired by 
contract 

Yes Yes 
Working on a 

contract 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    ii) term of contract Open ended Open ended 
Currently 
undefined 

Two years Two years Open-ended Open ended 

    iii) periodic 
performance 
evaluation 

Yes, annually Yes, annually Working on this Not regularly No No 
Not 

consistently 

D. Fire 
chief/authority 
defined 

Yes ï city 
policy 

Yes ï job 
description 

Working on this Yes -- policy 
Yes, by 

contract and 
policy 

In the contract 
(lost contract) 

Not clearly ï 
covered in the 

contract 

E. Policy and 
administrative roles 
defined 

Yes Yes No Yes No 
Yes, for the 
most part 

Yes 

2. Attributes of Successful Organizations 

A. Rules and 
regulations 
maintained 

Lexipol is 
developing 
them now 

Yes, Lexipol is 
updating them 

now 

Incomplete; 
some exist 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    i) process for 
revision provided 

Continuous 
update is part 

of 
subscription 

Continuous 
update is part of 

subscription 

Not 
consistently 

Yes ï issues 
based changes 

At the direction 
of the board 

Yes ï new set 
of policies and 

procedures 

Review as 
close to 

annually as 
possible 

B. Legal counsel 
maintained 

Yes ï city 
attorney 

Yes ï Richard 
Davis 

No 
Yes ï Foster & 

Pepper 

Yes, Brian 
Snure, 

accessible by 
the fire chief by 
permission from 

the board 

Yes ï not a 
retainer, but 
regular use 

attorney 

Yes ï Richard 
Davis 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    i) consultation 
available 

Yes Yes As needed Yes 

Yes, for the 
board, by 

permission for 
the chief 

Yes Yes 

    ii) labor counsel WCIA Yes No Yes N/A Yes Yes 

C. Financial controls 
maintained 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Chief unable to 

describe 
process 

Yes Yes 

D. Governing body 
minutes maintained 

Yes ï posted 
on website 

Yes ï website 
and by request 

Yes -- signed 
by Board and 
maintained in 

hard copy 
under lock and 

key 

Yes ï hung at 
post office, FS, 
and about to be 

posted on 
website 

Yes ï posted 
on bulletin 

board or can be 
requested 

through district 
secretary 

Yes ï posted in 
meeting room 

Yes ï hard 
copies 

3. Organizational Structure 

A. Structure type 
Typical 

hierarchy 
Typical 

hierarchy 

Typical 
hierarchy; no 
organizational 
chart; ï in flux 

currently 

Typical 
hierarchy 

Typical 
hierarchy (duty 
crew leaders 

versus officers) 

Typical 
hierarchy 

Typical 
hierarchy 

B. Descriptions of all 
jobs maintained 

Yes 
Yes ï currently 
being revised 

No; some basic 
on responder 

duties; not 
administrative 

Yes Yes Yes 
Currently 

being revised 

    i) job descriptions 
updated 

Periodically Periodically N/A Periodically 
Periodically  

(5 years) 

Current and 
updated 

periodically 
Periodically 

C. Employment  
agreements  

Fire Chief, 
Union 

contract ï 
captain or 

lower 

Yes ï A/Cs and 
Finance 
Manager 

None 
Yes ï just for 
the fire chief 

Yes ï just for 
the fire chief 

No 

All admin staff 
are under 

contract ï all 
individual 

4. Chain of Command 

A. Unity of 
command 

Yes Yes 
In flux ïnew 
leadership in 

place 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

B. Span of control Less than 1:6 1:5 
In flux ïnew 
leadership in 

place 

Below 1:5, 
Varies on 
incidents 

Less than 1:6 

1:8 
Too many 

subordinates 
reporting to 
chief ï all 

volunteer group 

1:5 

C. Hiring/Firing 
authority 

Mayor only 
Fire Chief with 
coordination of 

board 

Uncertain; Fire 
Chief 

recommends to 
the Board for 
approval. Not 
clearly defined 

Fire Chief 

Chief hires 
(using 

membership 
board), 

termination by 
fire chief after 
consultation 

with the board 

Board 
terminates 

employees, fire 
chief 

terminates 
volunteers 

Fire Chief 

5. Formation and History 

A. Organization 
formed 

1905 

1945 (separate 
fire districts ï 
combined into 

one island wide 
district in 1992) 

1955 1960 1960 

1940ôs as a 

town fire 

department, 

converted to a 

fire district 

afterward 

(dates 

uncertain) 

2008 

B. History 
maintained 

Yes Yes No Yes Not formally No Yes 

   i) Individual or 
group responsible 

Not formally 
assigned 

Small group and 
auxiliary group -- 

informal 
N/A Fire Chief 

N/A (assign the 
position as an 
officer of the 
vol. assn..?) 

N/A 
Volunteer 

Association 

6. General Description of Agency 

A. Agency type 
Municipal Fire 
Department 

Fire District Fire District Fire District Fire District Fire District Fire Authority 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

B. Area, square 
miles 

9.3 and some 
of District #21 
for fire, 210 

for EMS 

39.9 

15.2 plus a 
DNR area 

served for EMS 
only 

20.7 70.1 30.3 102.7 

C. Headquarters 
Station 47 

(6231 188
th
 St 

NE) 

Headquarters/ 
admin office 

(811 N. Sunrise 
Blvd) 

7812 
Waterworks 

Road, Tulalip 

Station 94 
(2720 212 St 

NW, Stanwood) 

Station 49 
(12131 228

th
 St 

NE, Arlington) 

Station 39 
(1115 

Seemann St, 
Darrington) 

Station 97 
(19727 

Marine Dr, 
Stanwood 

D. Number of fire 
stations 

3 5 1 2 1 2 5 

E. Other facilities 0 

2 (plus 
undeveloped 
property for a 
future station) 

0 1 0 0 0 

F. Emergency 
vehicles 

       

    i) engine 1 5 1 2 2 3 4 

    ii) engine, reserve 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 

    iii) ladder truck 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

    iv) ambulance 2 ALS, 1 BLS 3 

Utility rescue 
has ambulance 
configuration 

and capability; 
not listed as 

such 

2 BLS 0 4 5 

    v) ambulance, 
reserve 

1 2 0 1 BLS 0 0 3 

    vi) command 3 5 3 1 1 1 4 

    vii) boat 1 (Zodiac) 3 0 
2 (10ô ridged 
hull, inflatable 
& hovercraft) 

1 hovercraft 
3 inflatable 

rafts 

1 (21ô Silver 
Streak ï 

aluminum 
hull) 

G. Tenders 0 4 1 
1 + 1 loaned 

from #21 
1 1 3 

H. Rescue 0 1 1 0 
1 (Heavy 
Rescue) 

2 0 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

I. Support Vehicle 2 4 0 

2 (training 
vehicle and 

pick-up with air 
trailer) 

1 1 

2 brush 
4 utility 

vehicles, 1 
gator, 2 
trailers 

J. WSRB rating 5 6/7 6/10 
8 with tender 

credit 
8A 7/8 6/8 

    i) date of most 
recent rating 

2007 2011 2010 2010 
Currently being 

re-rated 
2009 2010 

K. Total fire 
department 
personnel, 
uniformed and 
civilian 

63 75 22 31 36 28 79 

    i) administrative 
and support 
personnel, full-time 

4 7  1 1 2 0 2 

    ii) administrative 
and support 
personnel, volunteer 

4 (chaplains) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    iii) administrative 
and support 
personnel, part time 

0 
2 (0.2 and 0.35 

positions) 

4 hours 
monthly 

(Secretary) 
1 1 1 0 

    iv) operational 
personnel, full time 

27 21 

1.0 FTE 
Firefighter ï in 
flux with new 
leadership 

0 0 0 25 

    v) operational 
personnel, part time 

Currently at 
26 ï stipend 
paid ï pull 
shift, not 

community 
volunteers 

6 24 28 0 0 40 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    vi) operational 
personnel, volunteer 

(included in 
above 

number ï all 
receive 
activity 

stipends) 

32 

included in 
above number 
all receive point 
based stipends 

(included in 
above number 
ï all receive 

activity 
stipends) 

33 26 12 

7. Demographics 

A. Population, 2010 17,926 15,661 4,622 3,142 7,800 4,000 21,358  

urban (>1000)  
suburb (500-1000) 
rural (<500) sq. mi. 

U -- 47.9% 
S -- 4.0% 
R ï 48.1% 

U ï 6.7% 
S -- 9.8% 
R ï 83.5% 

U ï 6.1% 
S -- 3.3% 
R ï 90.6% 

U ï 1.1% 
S -- 3.1% 
R ï 95.9% 

U -- 0.5% 
S -- 2.4% 
R ï 97.1% 

U ï 1.2% 
S -- 1.0% 
R ï 97.8% 

U -- 2.7% 
S -- 3.1% 
R ï 94.1% 

B. Total residential 
units, 2010 

6,929 Unavailable 2,315 Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

C. Businesses, 
2010 

Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

8. Alarms 

A. Fire, 2012 295 35 27 63 
Approximately 

87 
26 170 

    i) value of 
property exposed to 
fire, 2012 

Unavailable $1,776,500 Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable $2,118,050 

    ii) value of 
property lost to fire, 
2012 

Unavailable 
$1,257,000 

(70.8%) 
Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

$538,050 

(25.4%) 

B. Rupture or 
explosion 

0 1 2 0 Unavailable 0 2 

C. EMS/rescue 3,800 1,305 599 354 
Approximately 

294 
379 3,421 

D. Number of EMS 
transports 

848 ALS 

1288 BLS 

2136 Total 

525 ALS 

401 BLS 

926 Total 

Camano 

Transports Only 

0 144 BLS Unavailable Undetermined Undetermined 

E. Hazardous 
condition 

0 27 10 12 Unavailable 25 89 
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Survey 
Components 

Observations -- Organization Overview 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

F. Service call Unreported 235 34 14 Unavailable 12 332 

G. Good intent call Unreported 66 2 206 Unavailable 37 802 

H. False call Unreported 75 13 16 Unavailable 3 123 

I. Severe weather Unreported 13 0 0 Unavailable 0 6 

J. Other Unreported 7 0 0 
Approximately 

61 
6 9 

K. Total 4,095 1,764 687 665 442 488 4,954 
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Organization Overview Assessment 

Discussion:  The combined service area is over 280 square miles and home to more than 

75,000 residents.  It is served by 19 fire stations, 21 front line fire engines, 17 front line 

ambulances, and various water rescue platforms, water tenders, and ancillary support vehicles.    

The area spans most of the northern portion of Snohomish County and the eastern portion of 

Island County.  It is predominantly rural, with significant pockets of urban and suburban areas.  

The city of Arlington contains the largest and highest urban density, with North County Regional 

Fire Authority containing the largest and highest suburban densities.   

The seven agencies participating in this study are each providing services which meet the 

constituent expectations, at least to the extent the constituents interviewed reflect the attitudes 

and perspectives of the broader communities.  The agencies consist of a city fire department, 

five fire districts, and a regional fire authority.  They each have traditional fire department 

hierarchies with typical infrastructures in place.   

The agencies each have strong, often divergent cultures and history (both good and bad) with 

many of their neighbors.  These histories may become significant obstacles to greater 

cooperation and partnerships if they cannot be overcome.  The cultures are necessarily strong 

to build cohesion and ownership within each agency.  They can also become significant 

challenges to many of the consolidation options which may be available.   Several internal and 

external stakeholder groups expressed relief that some of these obstacles may deter 

consolidation.   

Arlington Fire Department Comments:  AFD is the only municipal fire department 

participating in the study.  The political structure, financing structure, and physical manner in 

which service is delivered are different than the other participating agencies.  The competing 

needs of service delivery in a municipality place sharp focus on the type, level, and cost of each 

service provided to that municipality.   

The City of Arlington is motivated to determine whether there are greater levels of efficiency that 

can be gained in fire services through partnerships and even consolidations with other agencies 

in the region.  This study concept was initiated by Arlington for those reasons.  This is not to say 

the other agencies participating in this study arenôt equally motivated to find efficiencies. 
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The city is predominantly supplied by fire hydrants, providing necessary fire flow for any 

structure fires which occur in an urban setting.  Providing the personnel to fight those potential 

fires is more challenging.  AFD has developed new response configurations out of a need for 

cost containment, placing greater reliance upon ñpart-timeò firefighters (stipend-funded 

volunteers who pull shift work on a self-assigned basis).   

This new configuration is troublesome to the labor force who expressed concern whether 

additional reductions or creative staffing schemes will reduce service effectiveness or increase 

risks to the community or the workforce.   However, creative service delivery is required in times 

of financial uncertainty or scarcity.  Cost containment, cost avoidance, and increased efficiency 

are descriptions of the ñnew normalò in todayôs local government lexicon. 

Arlington Fire Department Recommendations: 

¶ Conduct formal, written performance reviews annually for the fire chief position. 

¶ Establish a regular interval for review and revision of job descriptions. 

¶ Formally assign department historian role to a person or group to maintain ongoing 
department history. 

¶ Conduct self-assessment of the Washington Survey & Rating Bureau Public Protection 
Classification for Fire Departments to determine the potential for a likely classification 
improvement. 

¶ Determine property value exposed to fire and value of property lost to assess 
quantifiable benefit of fire department to the community. 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue Comments:  CIF&R is a fire district in Island County and is the 

only participating agency not located in Snohomish County.  It is not only in a different county 

than the other agencies, it is truly an island, isolated from other agencies except for a single 

bridge on its northeast end.  Mutual aid assistance is limited to access from that northeast 

corner of the island.  North County Regional Fire Authority is the only logical fire agency 

assistance within a short travel time to the island.   

CIF&R must be as self-reliant as possible, knowing it will be limited to its own resources for a 

considerable period of time.  The island is dotted with numerous private water associations and 

one small water district, but reliable water for firefighting is not always available.  Thus, CIF&R 

has four water tenders which shuttle water in to incidents for firefighting purposes. 

The district no longer provides ALS service under contract to the City of Stanwood and recently 

laid off the remaining seven firefighters used to staff the city medic unit.  The district has 
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pursued, and continues to be open to service partnerships provided they make both operational 

and financial sense for island citizens. 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue Recommendations: 

¶ Establish a regular interval for review and revision of job descriptions, policies, 
procedures, rules and regulations. 

¶ Formally assign district historian role to a person or group to maintain ongoing district 
history. 

Snohomish County Fire District #15 Comments:  ESCIôs review of the organizational 

components of the District finds that it is configured in a manner that it typical of similar sized 

fire districts.  However, many of the fundamental managerial documents and foundational 

guiding elements that provide the organization with guidance and a sense of direction are 

absent.    

Snohomish County Fire District #15 Recommendations:   

¶ Establish an employment contract for the fire chiefôs position and properly define his/her 
roles, responsibilities and authority. 

¶ Define roles and responsibilities of all personnel. 

¶ Establish defined rules and regulations for departmental operations. 

¶ Update and complete a District Policy document. 

¶ Establish job descriptions for all positions. 

Snohomish County Fire District #19 Comments:  FD #19 (Silvana) is a fire district serving a 

rural community.  It is unique in this study in that it is central to the participating agencies in this 

study geographically but only touches two neighbors jurisdictionally.  It borders North County 

RFA, Snohomish County Fire District 21 in the Island Crossing area, and Arlington Fire 

Department.  It is separated from Camano Island Fire & Rescue by Port Susan and Tulalip Bay 

to the west, and separated from Fire District #15 by the Tulalip Tribal Reservation to the south.  

The remaining participating fire districts are east of Silvanaôs eastern neighbors. 

The district is rural in nature and is essentially an all-volunteer fire district with the fire chief the 

only employee.  The district and the community share a very tight bond whose cultures appear 

to blend seamlessly.  The citizens interviewed in this study expressed deep reservations about 

any partnership or consolidation that changed the culture of the fire district.  Indeed, the internal 

district personnel expressed serious concern about any potential change of attitudes or 
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philosophies that may come as a result of a consolidation.  The pride expressed by members of 

the department and the citizens of the district were beyond typical agency loyalty.   

The district serves the residents with part-time (stipend-funded volunteer) firefighters who self-

assign shift work, providing consistent two-person response capability around the clock, 

augmented by community volunteers who respond from home.  The part-time firefighters display 

a very high standard of professionalism in their appearance and competence; a standard they 

fear may be diminished through a consolidation.   

Snohomish County Fire District #19 Recommendations: 

¶ Conduct formal, written performance reviews annually for the fire chief position. 

¶ Establish a regular interval for review and revision of job descriptions, policies, 
procedures, rules and regulations. 

¶ Secure a reserve engine or, through interagency agreement, contract for one if the need 
arises.  

¶ Determine property value exposed to fire and value of property lost to assess 
quantifiable benefit of fire district to the community. 

Snohomish County Fire District #21 Comments:  FD #21 (Arlington Rural) serves a rural 

community and is split by the City of Arlington into north and south segments.  The district 

contracts with AFD to provide initial fire response and all EMS services to the south segment 

since the district cannot serve the area without passing AFD fire stations to get there.   

FD #21 is essentially an all-volunteer agency operationally, with the fire chief and assistant chief 

as the only full-time employees.  The district also employs a district secretary as a 0.2 

employee.  The district secretary is heavily involved in HR and Finance functions on behalf of 

the board of fire commissioners.  The fire chief reports that he is uninvolved in the formation of 

the operational budget.  The district does not use an electronic incident reporting program to 

track or report its incident activity.  All incident reports are handwritten. 

The district has a very strong connection with the community it serves.  The citizens interviewed 

expressed great concern over any form of consolidation changing the organization or the 

services it relies upon in FD #21.  Internal personnel expressed the same sentiment.  Further, 

there was concern expressed that disconnect existed between the fire chief and the assistant 

chief, sending unintended mixed signals to the line personnel. 
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Snohomish County Fire District #21 Recommendations: 

¶ Conduct formal, written performance reviews annually for the fire chief and assistant 
chief positions. 

¶ Establish and enforce a policy clearly defining the division between administration (fire 
chief) and policy (board). 

¶ Establish a regular interval for review and revision of job descriptions, policies, 
procedures, rules, and regulations. 

¶ Expand the role of the fire chief in budget development and budget management for full 
understanding and management of the fiscal condition of the district. 

¶ Maintain a secure, on-site document retention and retrieval system to keep important 
documents and contracts.   

¶ Consider posting approved board meeting minutes on website. 

¶ Formally assign district historian role to a person or group to maintain ongoing district 
history. 

¶ Secure a reserve engine or, through interagency agreement, contract for one if the need 
arises. 

¶ Determine property value exposed to fire and value of property lost to assess 
quantifiable benefit of fire department to the community. 

¶ Obtain local software or a web-based incident reporting program to create and maintain 
electronic incident reports.  Report these incidents annually to the Washington State Fire 
Marshal. 

Snohomish County Fire District #24 Comments:  FD #24 (Darrington) is a rural and 

somewhat isolated fire district.  It is essentially hemmed in by Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National 

Forest, adjoining the community of Oso (not a participant in this study) to the west.  It is the most 

easterly fire agency of those participating in the study.  It is a rural fire district which also serves 

the Town of Darrington.   

FD #24 is essentially an all-volunteer fire district, with the fire chief and a part-time 

administrative assistant who also assists in managing the finances and administrative tasks of 

the district.  The fire chief is also a full-time career firefighter in Seattle, so his hours at FD #24 

are worked around his shift schedule at Seattle. 

Members of the district are also an integral part of the fabric of the community in Darrington.  

Controversy in the town affects the district, and the opposite is also true.  A recent take-over of 

ambulance service by the district created a loyalty split in the community.  Some supported the 

ambulance company, feeling that some personnel were victimized by the move.  Others 

supported the district, feeling that the ambulance company was not adequately providing care.   
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Criticism has been leveled toward the fire district by some within the community for taking this 

action.  Criticism has been leveled at the district for not taking patients to the local physician in 

town for assessment and possible treatment before spending time, effort, and expense to 

transport a patient to Cascade Valley Hospital in Arlington.  This is a constraint placed upon the 

district by medical regulations beyond the control of the district.  However, Snohomish County 

EMS protocols have recently defined when patients can be transported to a clinic. 

Snohomish County Fire District #24 Recommendations: 

¶ Conduct formal, written performance reviews annually for the fire chief position. 

¶ Maintain a secure, on-site document retention and retrieval system to keep important 
documents and contracts.   

¶ Establish and enforce a policy clearly defining the division between administration (fire 
chief) and policy (board). 

¶ Establish a district website to better facilitate communication with the community. 

¶ Establish a regular interval for review and revision of job descriptions, policies, 
procedures, rules, and regulations. 

¶ Maintain a span of control of no greater than 1:7 by creating subordinate positions to 
reduce the number of direct reports to the fire chief. 

¶ Formally assign department historian role to a person or group to maintain ongoing 
department history. 

¶ Determine property value exposed to fire and value of property lost to assess 
quantifiable benefit of fire department to the community. 

North County Regional Fire Authority Comments:  North County RFA is a suburban fire 

agency with significant rural regions.  The RFA is made up of former fire districts which 

combined to form a regional fire authority in 2008.  It has recently been expanded to include the 

City of Stanwood under contract for services.   

Internal staff indicated that the history of the formerly separate agencies has been difficult to 

overcome.  When a new challenge faces the organization, there is a tendency to fall back on the 

old history.  The staff interviewed expressed hope that the consolidations of the districts coupled 

with the new contract for Stanwood will provide a fresh start and an opportunity to shed old 

histories. 

North County is a new agency and in many ways is still finding its identity.  However, the critical 

infrastructure which creates the foundation of an organization is solidly in place.  The staff 
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members are optimistic about the future and the community members interviewed have strong 

support for the agency and are willing to help.   

North County Regional Fire Authority Recommendations: 

¶ Conduct formal, written performance reviews annually for the fire chief position. 

¶ Determine property value exposed to fire and value of property lost to assess 
quantifiable benefit of fire department to the community. 
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Figure 2: AFD Organizational Chart 
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Figure 3: CIF&R Organizational Chart 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 4: Snohomish #15 Organizational Chart 

Snohomish #15 has experienced a leadership change and has not yet created an organizational 

chart 
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Figure 5: Snohomish #19 Organizational Chart 
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Figure 6: Snohomish #21 Organizational Chart 
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Figure 7: Snohomish #24 Organizational Chart 
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Figure 8: North County RFA Organizational Chart 
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Management Components  

Fire department management coupled with organizational growth is a common challenge for fire service leaders.  The regional study 

agencies are not immune to the need for adequate management to meet current conditions.  The modern fire department must 

address management complexities in areas that include the consistency and adequacy of response, maintenance of competencies, 

and recruitment of a qualified and diverse workforce.  This section examines each departmentôs efforts to manage the organization 

and evaluates measures that are being taken for the future. 

Figure 9: Survey Table ï Management Components 

Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

1. Mission, Vision, Strategic Planning, Goals and Objectives 

A. Mission statement adopted Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

    i) displayed 
Yes ï posted 

at each 
station 

Yes N/A 
Yes ï posted 
at each fire 

station 

Yes, in 
strategic plan 

N/A 
Yes ï website 
and at each 

station 

B. Vision established and 
communicated 

Yes Yes No No 
Yes, in 

strategic plan 
No Yes 

C. Values of staff established 

Yes ï FF 
safety, 
incident 

effectiveness 
& reduced 

liability 

Yes No No 
Yes, in the 

strategic plan 
No Yes 

D. Strategic or master plan No 

Completed 
April 2012; 
new plan to 

be 
developed 

No No Yes 
Business 

plan (2008) 
No 

    i) adopted by elected officials N/A N/A No N/A Yes accepted N/A 

    ii) published and available N/A N/A No N/A Yes Yes N/A 

    iii) periodic review N/A N/A No N/A Yes, annually No N/A 

E. Agency goals and objectives 
established 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    i) date developed 
November 
2012 for 

2013 
2012 N/A 2012 2012 N/A N/A 

    ii) periodic review annually annually N/A annually annually N/A N/A 

F. Code of ethics established 

Yes ï in 
current policy 
manual & will 
be updated in 

Lexipol 
contract 

Yes ï 
adopted an 

SOP on 
business 

ethics and 
general rules 

No 
Yes, by 
policy 

Yes, in Policy 
and SOGs 

Included in 
Performance 

policies 

Yes ï by 
policy 

2. Availability of SOPs, Rules and Regulations, Policies 

A. Copies of rules provided 

Being 
developed as 

part of 
Lexipol 

Yes. Being 
updated as 

part of 
Lexipol 

Admin. & 
Personnel 

Policy Manual 
(1995) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    i) last date reviewed 
Being 

updated 
Being 

updated 
1995 

Updated as 
need is 

identified 

Being 
updated 

Yes 
Updated as 

need is 
identified 

B. Copies of SOPs or guidelines 
available 

Being 
developed as 

part of 
Lexipol 

Yes. Being 
updated as 

part of 
Lexipol 

SOGs (Red 
Book). Not 

current. 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    i) regular update Annual 
Being 

updated 
Ad hoc/as 
needed 

As needed As needed Yes As needed 

    ii) SOGs used in training 
evolutions 

Yes Yes Indirectly Yes Yes No 
Yes ï in 
training 
manual 

C. Policy manual available 

Being 
developed as 

part of 
Lexipol 

Yes. Being 
updated as 

part of 
Lexipol 

Single copy 
only, outdated 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    i) reviewed for consistency Yes Yes No Yes By exception Yes By exception 

    ii) reviewed for legal 
mandates 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No 

    iii) training on policies 
provided 

Will be done 
when Lexipol 
implemented 

Yes No Yes Yes No Inconsistently 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

3. Critical Issues 

A. Critical issues are identified        

    i) first critical issue Funding 

Districtôs 
evolution to 
combination 

agency  
creates 
cultural 

challenges 

Not identified 
(leadership 
transition) 

Funding 
Training & 
retention of 
volunteers 

Long-term 
financing for 
equipment 

replacement 

Economy 

    ii) second critical issue Staffing 

Two hour 
out of 

service 
transport 
time and 
delayed 

response to 
tertiary calls 

Not identified 

(leadership 

transition) 

Volunteer 
staffing 

Have a 
working 
budget 

Retention of 
volunteers 

Keeping up 
with 

apparatus 

    iii) third critical issue Apparatus 
Officer 

development 
and training 

Not identified 

(leadership 

transition) 
Annexation 

Setting funds 
aside for 

apparatus 
replacement 

Establishing 
policies and 
procedures 
that are well 

thought out & 
understood 

by everybody 

Healthcare in 
the future/ 
ambulance 
reimburse-

ment 

4. Internal and External Communications 

A. Internal communications        

    i) regularly scheduled staff 
meetings (fire department) 

Yes 

Yes ï 
weekly 
Officer 

meetings 
monthly 

Dept. in 
transition -- 
No current 

Officer Core -
- interim  

Association 
meeting first 
Wednesday 

of every other 
month    

Yes 

Yes, drill 
nights plus 

once a month 
officers 

meeting and 
important 
changes 

Monthly 
officers 

meeting, 
drills twice a 
week (am 
and pm) 

No ï try to do 
it monthly 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    ii) written staff meeting 
minutes 

No 

No ï for 
weekly staff 

-- 
Officer 

meeting 
minutes are 

kept 

Yes - 
Association 

Yes No 
No, but 
starting 

No 

    iii) memos Yes Yes Yes Yes e-mails e-mails No 

    iv) member newsletter No No No No No No No 

    v) member forums 
Yes ï shift by 

shift 
Yes ï on a 
shift basis 

No 
Association 

meeting 
monthly 

Yes, during 
drills 

Yes 
B/Cs conduct 

these 

    vi) open door policy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    vii) vertical communication 
path clearly identified (Chain of 
Command) 

Yes Yes Informal Yes 

Yes, 
sometimes 
doesnôt follow 

Chain of 
Command 

Yes Yes 

B. External communications City PIO 
Assistance 
from comm. 
consultant 

     

    i) community newsletter 
Yes ï via city 

newsletter 
Yes No 

Yes ï intent 
is once per 

year 
No No Once a year 

    ii) website 

Yes ï should 
be updated 

more 
frequently 

Yes 
Domain 

name; under 
construction 

Yes Yes 
Yes, but not 

kept up 
Yes 

    iii) advisory committee(s) Yes Goal 

No; meet with 
Tribal 

leadership 
periodically 

Yes 
No need as 

yet 

Use school 
district flyer 
and mailings 
that we insert 

No 

    iv) complaint process 
Yes ï online 
and tracking 

No No No 
Suggestion 

Box 
Yes No 

    v) community survey No 
When there 
is a need 

No No No Yes 
When there is 

a need 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

5. Decision Making Process 

A. Preferred management 
methodology of the fire chief 

Seek input, 
make a 
decision 

Surround 
self with 

people with 
different skill 
sets than I 

have to 
complete our 

team 

In flux ï 
interim 

leadership 
currently in 

place 

Collaborative 
decision-

making with 
officer team 

Involve 
stakeholders, 

gain 
perspective, 

make the 
decision 

Accessible to 
all personnel 

Set 
expectations, 

delegate 
authority and 
responsibility, 
then get out of 

their way 

6. Document Control 

A. Process for public records 
access established 

Yes  
Yes ï by 

policy 

Limited 
access but no 

policy 

Yes, by 
policy 

Yes ï 
forwarded to 

district 
secretary 

Yes 
Yes by policy 

and on 
website 

B. Hard copy files protected 
Yes ï locked 

cabinets 
Yes 

Locked 
storage room; 
limited access 

to key staff 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

C. Computer files backed up Yes -- IT Yes Yes Yes 
Yes ï 

Evergreen IT 
Yes 

Yes ï 
updating 
server 

7. Security 

A. Building security  
Yes ï 

combination 
locks 

Yes ï keys 
and 

combination 
locks 

Combination 
door locks 

Yes ï 
combination 

locks 
Yes Yes 

Yes ï 
combination 
or key locks 

B. Office security Yes -- keys 
Yes ï keyed 
and alarmed 

Limited Yes - keys Yes Yes Yes 

C. Computer security 

Password 
protected ï 

changed 
every three 

months 

Password 
protected ï 

Outside IT is 
revamping 

system 

Password 
protected ï 
not changed 

regularly 

Password 
protected ï 
not changed 

regularly 

Password 
protected ï 
not changed 

regularly 

Password 
protected ï 
not changed 

regularly 

Password 
protected ï 

passwords not 
changed 
regularly 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

D. Vehicle security 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable 
rigs are 
locked, 

others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 
kept inside 
fire stations 

Lockable rigs 
are locked, 
others are 

kept inside fire 
stations 

E. Capital inventory maintained Yes Yes 

Yes; just 
started due to 
State Auditor 

finding 

Yes No 
Working on 

now 
Yes 

    i) asset security system used 
Yes ï asset 

tags 
Yes -- 

barcode 
Yes ï asset 

tags 
No N/A N/A Yes 

    ii) inventory interval Annual 
Annually by 

policy 
Annual 

No ï working 
on it 

N/A N/A 
Try to perform 

annually 

F. Monetary controls used         

    i) cash access controls 
No petty 

cash 

Yes ï admin 
offices only 
ï logged and 

deposits 
handled by 
two people 

Separate 
account at 

Bank of 
America; two-

signature 
check; goes 

through 
voucher 

system for 
approval. 

$1,500 limit 

No petty 
cash 

A checking 
account with 
debit card ï 

District 
secretary 

purchases by 
board 

approval -- 
separation of 

duties on 
district 

secretary 
purchases? 

Yes ï strict 
controls and 
accounting 

for petty cash 
and audited, 
separation of 

payable/ 
receivables 

Yes ï 
Secretary has 

records 
locked in file 

cabinet ï 
secretary 

balances and 
audits 

    ii) credit card controls 

Yes ï Pcards 
ï each 

admin, each 
captain and 
certain FF 

with program 
responsibility 

Yes ï 
Finance 
Manager 
controls it 

No credit 
cards other 

than fuel 
cards 

Credit cards 
ï fire chief 

only 

Yes ï Chiefs, 
Board and 
Secretary 

Gas cards to 
officers, 2 

credit cards ï 
same 

separation of 
purchasing 

Yes ï chief, 3 
B/Cs, 

secretary and 
each 

commissioner 
has one 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    iii) purchasing controls Yes 

Yes ï 
Finance 
Manager 
controls 

Purchase 
authorization 
plus purchase 

order 

Yes ï board 
reviews/ 
approves 

 
Yes- board 
reviews & 
approves 

Yes ï Trudy 
LaDouceur, 
Dist./Board 
Secretary 

Yes ï board 
reviews and 

approves 
expenditures 

8. Reporting and Records 

A. Records kept by computer Yes Yes Some Yes In progress Yes Yes 

    i) operating system Windows 7 Windows 7 Windows 7 Windows 7 Windows 7 Windows 7 Windows XP 

B. Periodic report to elected 
officials 

       

    i) financial report 
Yes ï 

Finance 
officer does 

Yes ï 
budget 
monthly 

Yes -- 
Monthly cash 

flow 

Yes -- 
monthly 

Yes -- 
monthly 

Yes Yes 

    ii) management report 
Yes -- 

monthly 
Yes, 

informally 
Yes -- 

monthly 
Yes - 

monthly 
Verbally Yes No 

    iii) operational report 
Yes -- 

monthly 
Yes -- 

monthly 
Limited 

Yes -- 
monthly 

Verbal Yes 
Yes ï B/Cs 
develop and 

provide 

C. Annual report produced 

Working on 
one now ï for 

internal 
consumption 

Yes, in 2012 
& HB1756 

report 
No No No No Yes 

    i) distributed to others No 
Just the 

board and 
by request 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Just the board 

    ii) analysis of data provided Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes 

D. Required records maintained        

    i) incident reports Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    ii) patient care reports Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    iii) exposure records Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    iv) SCBA testing Yes Yes Just started Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    v) hose testing  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

    vi) ladder testing Yes Yes No No 
No ï 

inspections 
only 

No Yes 

    vii) pump testing Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes -- 

biannually 
Yes, may 

skip a year 
Yes 
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Survey Components 
Observations ï Management  

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    viii) breathing air testing Yes Yes 
Yes -- 

quarterly 
Yes Yes 

Yes, not 
every year 

Yes 

    ix) vehicle maintenance 
records 

Yes Yes 
Yes ï hard 

copies 
Yes 

Yes ï hard 
copies 

Yes Yes 

    x) gas monitors calibrated Yes 
Yes ï as 
needed 

Not calibrated 

Yes ï when 
alarm 

indicates 
they need 
calibration 

N/A N/A 
Yes ï send 

out for 
calibration 

9. Planning 

A. Capital improvement plan        

    i) plan period 

Ambulance 
replacement, 

not for fire 
yet.  Working 

on it  

Yes ï six 
years 

(facilities 
and 

apparatus) 

Capital 
Acquisition 

Fund plan is 
in place for 
2012-2014 

Apparatus 
replacement 

schedule 

Not for 
facilities; 

apparatus 
replacement 
schedule not 

funded 

No No 

    ii) periodic review 

Just 
developed ï 
will review 
annually 

Annual As needed 
Yes -- 

annually 
N/A N/A N/A 

    iii) projects 
Turnouts, 

SCBA, 

Facilities 
and 

equipment 

Station 
expansion 

design ï 2012 
No N/A N/A N/A 

    iv) funding 
Budget 

request/grant 
Yes 

From general 
fund budget 

Partially Not funded N/A 
Some funds 

set aside 
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Management Components Assessment 

Discussion:  There are wide variations between the seven agencies in management 

infrastructure such as staff support; presence of mission, vision, and values; records handling; 

and platform.  The fire chiefs are engaged in their agencies and are committed to continuous 

improvement.  In Fire District #15, the interim fire chief has the unenviable task of trying to fully 

incorporate earlier report recommendations while learning the new job.  Every indication is that 

Chief Dodge is dedicated and committed to improving the district and is up to the task.   

The agencies already cooperate significantly in such areas as EMS, ambulance transportation, 

and use of part-time personnel.  The fire chiefs meet regularly as part of the Snohomish County 

Fire Chiefsô Association but have taken it a step further by establishing a North Snohomish 

County Fire Chiefs Group.  At these meetings, they discuss shared challenges and 

opportunities for cooperation.  In most of the agencies the economic climate and financial 

circumstances facing the agencies are in the top three critical issues they face.  

Arlington Fire Department Comments:  The AFD has all of the key management documents 

in place (mission, vision, values) and is currently establishing a comprehensive set of policies, 

procedures, rules, regulations, and procedures via Lexipol.  Lexipol is a commercial public 

safety risk-management organization which enjoys a very positive reputation in the fire service.  

The private firm creates and updates these critical organizational documents to guide the 

conduct of employees, which helps protect agencies from unnecessary legal liability.  AFD is 

joined by Camano Island Fire & Rescue to become the first fire service agencies in the State of 

Washington to contract with Lexipolôs services. 

According to the fire chief, funding, staffing, and apparatus are the top three critical issues 

facing the department.  All are specifically related to direct service delivery to the community 

and are on the resource side of the equation.  Focusing on the demand side of the equation can 

help reduce (but not eliminate) the stress on the existing resources.  More discussion on this will 

follow later in this report. 

Communication with members within the organization and the larger community externally is 

robust.  Interviews with department members, citizens, and business interests reflect positively 

on the effort expended by the administration to communicate.  Appropriate internal controls are 

reported to be in place on the physical inventory and on P-Cards.  Testing and calibrating 

essential equipment is regularly conducted.  Major EMS equipment is identified on a capital 
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equipment replacement plan, but fire apparatus is not yet included in the plan.  This is a project 

under way currently.  There is no dedicated funding for replacement, relying instead on budget 

requests and grants for funding. 

Arlington Fire Department Recommendations: 

¶ Develop and adopt a five-year strategic plan for the fire department. 

¶ Make the AFD annual report available to the public via a pdf copy on the website. 

¶ Establish and fund an apparatus replacement schedule for all major apparatus. 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue Comments:  CIF&R has all of the key management documents 

in place (mission, vision, values) and is currently updating their comprehensive set of policies, 

procedures, rules, regulations and procedures via Lexipol.  Lexipol is a commercial public safety 

risk-management organization which enjoys a very positive reputation in the fire service.  The 

private firm creates and updates these critical organizational documents to guide the conduct of 

employees, which helps protect agencies from unnecessary legal liability.  CIF&R is joined by 

Arlington Fire Department to become the first fire service agencies in the State of Washington to 

contract with Lexipolôs services. 

Cultural challenges as the district evolves to a combination agency, EMS transports causing 

delays in secondary and tertiary responses, and officer training are identified as the top three 

critical issues facing the district from the fire chiefôs perspective.  The district has a six-year 

apparatus and facilities repair/replacement schedule and has dedicated funding to address the 

plan.  This plan is reviewed regularly and updated as needed. 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue Recommendations: 

¶ Develop and adopt a five-year strategic plan for the fire district. 

¶ Publish weekly staff meeting minutes, once approved, capturing key decisions. 

¶ Develop a formal complaint process for the general public, possibly web-based. 

¶ Make the CIF&R annual report available to the public via a pdf copy on the website. 

Snohomish County Fire District #15 Comments: 

Review of Snohomish #15ôs management components finds that the District is lacking some of 

the baseline documents and practices that are expected in a fire department that is well 

managed.  The District has not established statements of its organizational mission, vision, and 

goals.  While the process of developing these proclamations may seem to some to be only an 

esoteric exercise, it is important to establishing an agencyôs foundation.   
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The best way to complete the process is through a Strategic Planning project.  The District has 

done so in the past; however, previous strategic planning efforts have been incomplete and a 

plan has not been revised and updated on a regular basis, as is recommended.  ESCI can 

assist in this effort using our Customer Centered Strategic Planning process, if needed.  

District policies, procedures and operating guidelines were also reviewed and found to be 

inadequate.  Existing documents are partial in content and dated.  It is critical that an 

organization maintain current and applicable organizational policies, including BOC policies.  

Guidance on the development of fire district policies is available from the Washington Fire 

Commissionerôs Association, in the Commissionerôs Handbook.  The handbook is available 

electronically or in hard copy from the Association and is strongly recommended reading for all 

fire commissioners.  

Standard Operating Guidelines (SOGs) is another critical component that needs to be 

addressed.  SOGs are analogous to a sports teamôs ñplay bookò in that they declare how 

specific operations on an emergency scene, as well as around the fire station, will be 

conducted.  It is imperative that current, well developed SOGs be in place in the interest of 

operational efficiency and, most importantly, firefighter safety.  Resources are available for the 

composition of an SOG manual and can be provided by ESCI.  

With regard to the SOGs and policies that do exist currently, ESCI observed that all members of 

the agency are not be fully versed on their content.  It is recommended that training be provided 

as well as placing a requirement on members to read the manuals and sign off on their content.  

Snohomish County Fire District #15 Recommendations:   

¶ Develop a Respiratory Protection Program compliant with OSHA Chapter 29 CFR 
1910.135, requiring testing, maintenance and use of Self Contained Breathing 
Apparatus (SCBA).  

¶ Develop a Blood Borne Pathogens Exposure Control Plan as outlined in OSHA Chapter 
29 CFR 1910.1030.   

¶ Develop annual testing, repair and maintenance processes of all safety-related 
equipment, such as ladder, hose, pump, SCBA and breathing air systems. 

Snohomish County Fire District #19 Comments:  The district has most of the standard 

management infrastructure in place (other than the recommendations which follow), but the fire 

chief spends concerted effort establishing and reinforcing the districtôs culture.  That culture 

consists of professionalism at all times, pride in your equipment, facilities and appearance, and 
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setting a high standard of performance in the field.  The fire chief is very hands on and engaged 

in all facets of service delivery, instilling a strong work ethic by the volunteers. 

Funding, volunteer staffing and annexation are the top three critical issues facing the district 

from the fire chiefôs perspective.  The district has an apparatus replacement schedule which is 

partially funded.  The district enjoys significant support from the community, who describe the 

district as integral to the fabric of the community.  Evidence of that support is found in the 

citizens interviewed and the successful passage of a bond issue which funded constructed the 

headquarters fire station and a significant addition to the headquarters fire station in a two-

phase project. 

Snohomish County Fire District #19 Recommendations: 

¶ Establish vision and values for the district personnel to aspire toward and live out. 

¶ Develop and adopt a five-year strategic plan for the fire district 

¶ Establish a regular interval to review and revise district Rules & Regulations and Policies 
& Procedures. 

¶ Incorporate review of operational procedures into the districtôs training schedule. 

¶ Develop a formal complaint process for the general public, possibly web-based. 

¶ Establish a bar-code or other asset tag identification process to facilitate conducting 
annual inventory review. 

¶ Establish an annual report to the community and publish on the district website. 

¶ Conduct ladder testing in compliance with NFPA 1932. 

¶ Seek opportunities to fully fund the apparatus replacement schedule. 

Snohomish County Fire District #21 Comments:  Most of the standard management 

infrastructure is in place in the district, including an up-to-date strategic plan.  The fire chief and 

assistant chief are full-time employees of the district; the district secretary is a part-time position.  

A few significant gaps exist in the operational structure of the district.  The assistant chief and 

the fire chief are seen by several of the volunteers as ñbeing on different pagesò.  Examples 

offered include the assistant chief countermanding direction given by the fire chief and often 

breaching the chain of command by going directly to the board of fire commissioners on 

operational issues.  The fire commissioners are also active volunteer firefighters, making their 

engagement in operational discussions awkward or confusing to the line personnel (i.e., which 

role are you playing in this discussion?).   The fire chief must have a greater role in the budget 

process for the position to be effective.   
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Training and retention of volunteers, having authority to manage the district budget, and fully 

funding the apparatus replacement schedule are the top three critical issues facing the fire 

district from the perspective of the fire chief.  In addition, incident reporting is done by hand-

written reports.  These reports must be computerized, with annual reports submitted to the state 

Fire Marshal annually, which is standard practice in the fire service nationally. 

Snohomish County Fire District #21 Recommendations: 

¶ Establish a regular interval to review and revise district Rules & Regulations and Policies 
& Procedures. 

¶ Provide the fire chief with operational budget development and operational budget 
management authority, responsibility, and accountability. 

¶ Take and publish staff meeting minutes, once approved, to capture and communicate 
key decisions. 

¶ Reinforce adherence to the chain of command for job-related discussions or inquiries. 

¶ Develop a formal complaint process for the general public, possibly web-based. 

¶ Establish a bar-code or other asset tag identification process to facilitate conducting 
annual inventory review. 

¶ Establish budgetary controls, purchase limits, and budget guidance to the fire chief. 

¶ Ensure separation of duties for management of debit card orders, receiving, and 
reconciling. 

¶ Change the computer password at regular intervals. 

¶ Establish an electronic records management system (preferably on a file server). 

¶ Provide written management and operational reports to the board monthly. 

¶ Create and publish a district annual report available to the public via a pdf copy on the 
website. 

¶ Conduct ladder testing in compliance with NFPA 1932. 

¶ Conduct pump testing in compliance with NFPA 1911. 

¶ Establish a funding mechanism to fund the apparatus replacement schedule. 

Snohomish County Fire District #24 Comments:  FD #24 (Darrington) is a remote, rural 

district which relies on its citizen-volunteers to a greater extent than most fire districts.  The fire 

chief is a part-time employee of the district, with the administrative assistant pulling part-time 

duties but acting as the continuity between the administration and operations due to the fire 

chiefôs work schedule.  The fire chief manages multiple, varied interests in the community.  A 

recent break-up of the community ambulance service due in part to the fire districtôs 

dissatisfaction with the service created a community rift which is still expressed today.  The 
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district has an established ñbusiness planò which sets forth the goals and objectives of the 

district.  The district does not have a strategic plan. 

From the fire chiefôs perspective, long-term funding of apparatus, retention of volunteers, and 

establishing a cogent set of policies and procedures are the top three critical issues facing the 

district.  Communicating the first two of those critical issues to the community is challenging with 

the lack of a local newspaper, leaving word-of-mouth, direct mailers, or combining with other 

direct-mailers as the only mechanism remaining. 

Snohomish County Fire District #24 Recommendations: 

¶ Establish a five-year strategic plan, which creates a mission, vision, values, and goals 
and objectives for the district. 

¶ Incorporate operational SOGs (standard operating guidelines) into training evolutions. 

¶ Schedule a legal review of policies on a periodic basis and train on relevant policies with 
affected personnel. 

¶ Publish staff or crew meeting minutes, once approved, to capture key decisions. 

¶ Establish a mechanism to regularly update the district website as a key communication 
tool for the district and the community. 

¶ Change the computer password on a regular interval. 

¶ Establish a bar-code or other asset tag identification process to expedite annual 
inventory review. 

¶ Publish an annual report available to the public via a pdf copy on the website. 

¶ Conduct fire hose testing in compliance with NFPA 1962. 

¶ Conduct ladder testing in compliance with NFPA 1932. 

¶ Conduct pump testing in compliance with NFPA 1911. 

¶ Conduct breathing air testing in compliance with NFPA 1989. 

¶ Establish an apparatus replacement schedule and seek opportunities to fully fund it. 

North County Regional Fire Authority Comments:  The NCRFA was formed in 2008 with the 

combining of Fire Districts #14 and #18, later also providing contracted service to the City of 

Stanwood.  The agency is still addressing the adjustments that come from multiple agencies 

forming one new agency.  Citizens interviewed express support for the fire agency and want to 

assist, specifically in the area of local knowledge and expertise in water rescues in the bay and 

the tide-flats.  These areas are described as treacherous if one isnôt acutely aware of the habits 

of the area when a front comes in or the tide rises.   
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The economy, keeping up with apparatus replacement, and future health care costs, including 

ambulance reimbursement changes are the top three critical issues facing the agency according 

to the fire chief.  The agency has an apparatus replacement schedule and does have some 

funding set aside for apparatus replacement. 

North County Regional Fire Authority Recommendations: 

¶ Establish a five-year strategic plan, which creates goals and objectives for the fire 
authority. 

¶ Establish a regular interval to review and revise fire authority Rules & Regulations and 
Policies & Procedures. 

¶ Make a concerted effort to conduct regular staff meetings to keep employees informed. 

¶ Develop a formal complaint process for the general public, possibly web-based. 

¶ Change the computer password on a regular basis. 

¶ Establish a bar-code or other asset tag identification process to expedite annual 
inventory review. 

¶ Make the NCRFA annual report available to the public via a pdf copy on the website. 

¶ Establish an apparatus replacement schedule and seek opportunities to fully fund it. 
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Fiscal Management  

The relative financial health of each agency is an important factor in determining whether opportunities exist to take advantage of 

economies of scale, form partnerships to leverage strengths, or shore up weaknesses.  The current fiscal conditions for each agency 

are listed in the following survey table, making side-by-side comparisons easier to perform. 

Figure 10: Survey Table - Fiscal Management 

Survey 
Components 

Observations ï Fiscal Management 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

1. Finance Overview 

A. Designated 
fiscal year 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

January through 
December 

B. Assessed 
property value, 
(Expense Fund) 

ó13: 1,727,872,805  
ó12: 1,822,509,261 
ó11: 2,018,675,444 
ó10: 2,239,257,103 
ó09: 2,306,249,447 

ó13: 2,809,225,232 
ó12: 3,056,377,681 
ô11: 3,139,570,989 
ô10: 3,439,321,289 
ô09: 3,510,485,204  

ô13: 311,276,588 
ô12: 346,503,930 
ô11: 379,035,895 
ô10: 418,717,265 
ô09: 455,888,687 

ó13: 321,071,551  
ó12: 338,180,272  
ó11: 381,117,041  
ó10: 418,481,080  
ó09: 515,748,942 

ó13:    679,932,073  
ó12:    768,137,315  
ó11:    863,505,830  
ó10:    952,242,171  
ó09: 1,048,653,735 

ó13: 219,368,363 
ó12: 261,388,964  
ó11: 304,714,852  
ó10: 311,320,282  
ó09: 348,958,255 

ó13: 1,525,279,544  
ó12: 1,618,547,727 
ó11: 1,828,198,485 
ó10: 2,028,863,352 
ô09: 2,237,428,383 

C. Revised 2012 
general 
operating fund 
budget, fire 
department 

Fire: 2,242,305 
EMS: 2,980,906 

2013 Fire & EMS: 
$5,681,288.60 

$753,460 $662,436 $933,263 $283,600 
2013 Fire & 

EMS: $5,040,491 

D. General 
(Expense) fund 
property tax, 
District levy 

ó13: 2,453,331  
ó12: 2,392,478 
ó11: 2,360,662 
ó10: 2,315,625 
ó09: 2,239,628 

ô13: 3,048,915 
ó12: 3,095,006 
ô11: 3,089,891 
ô10: 3,033,400 
ô09: 3,048,915 

ô13: 441,668 
ô12: 430,000 
ô11: 423,868 
ô10: 418,989 
ô09: 411,281 

ô13: 395,867 
ô12: 421,434 
ô11: 478,712 
ô10: 502,290 
ô09: 577,000 

ó13: 493,499  
ó12: 483,944   
ó11: 476,987   
ó10: 415,002   
ó09: 350,142 

ô13: 174,841 
ô12: 173,799 
ô11: 177,261 
ô10: 164,242 
ô09: 161,568 

ô13: 2,100,599 
ô12: 2,235,250 
ô11: 2,544,586 
ô10: 2,840,455 
ô09: 3,147,637 

    i) levy rate  
(5-year history) 

ó13: $1.2141  
ó12: $1.0454   
ó11: $0.9652   
ó10: $0.8916  
ó09: $07417   

ó13: $1.1200 
ó12: $1.0126 
ô11: $0.9842 
ô10: $0.8820 
ô09: $0.8685 

ó13: $1.4189 
ó12: $1.2410 
ô11: $1.1183 
ô10: $1.0007 
ô09: $0.9022 

ó13: $1.2330 
ó12: $1.2462 
ô11: $1.2561 
ô10: $1.2003 
ô09: $1.1188 

ó13: $0.7258 
ó12: $0.6300 
ó11: $0.5524 
ó10: $0.4358 
ó09: $0.3339 

ó13: $0.7970 
ó12: $0.6649 
ô11: $0.5829 
ô10: $0.5276 
ô09: $0.4630 

ó13: $1.3772 
ô12: $1.3810 
ô11: $1.3919 
ô10: $1.4000 
ô09: $1.4068 

   ii) general 
fund levy 
collection rate 
FY 2012 

ó12: 97.7% 
ó11: 98.8% 
ó10: 99.4% 
ó09: 99.8% 

2012: 99% 
2012: 98% to 

99% 
2012: 98% to 

99% 
2012: 98% to 

99% 
2012: 98% to 

99% 
2012: 98% to 

99% 
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E. Bonds, fire 
department 

No GO (2008) No 
#1 GO (1998) 
#2 GO (2009) 
#3 Non-Voted 

No No Non-Voted 

    i) levy rate  N/A 

ô13: Not Yet Avail. 
ó12: $0.2034 
ó11: $0.1914 
ó10: $0.1676 
ó09: $0.1653 

N/A 

2013: 
#1: $0.3206 
#2: $0.3927 
#3: $0.2670 

N/A N/A 

ô13: $0.1228 
ó12: $0.1190 
ó11: $0.1082 
ó10: $0.1000 
ó09: $0.0932 

F. Other tax 
levies/fees 

EMS 
(permanent) 

EMS (6-year levy, 
expiring in 2015) 

EMS 
(permanent) 

EMS 
(permanent) 

 
M&O (2013) 

EMS (Permanent) 
ïEMS services 
are provided by 

Arlington City FD, 
100% of the EMS 

property tax 
revenue is paid to 

Arlington City 

EMS 
(Permanent) ï 

ALS services are 
provided by 

Arlington City 
FD. 70% of the 

EMS property tax 
revenue is paid 

to Arlington City.  
The remaining 

30% (not to 
exceed $30K for 
2013) is for the 

District to provide 
BLS 

EMS (6-year 
levy, expiring in 

2016) 

    i) levy rate $ 0.50 $ 0.50 $ 0.25 
EMS: $ 0.50 
M&O: $ 0.60 

$ 0.50 $ 0.50 $ 0.50 

2. Budgetary Controls 

A. Budget officer 
Jim Chase (City 

Finance Director) 
Chief Ganz and 

Linda Layton 
Chief Dodge Chief Strotz 

Wendy Britton, 
Dist. Secty. 

Trudy LaDoucer 
and Chief 

Fenstermaker 
Chief Fulfs 
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Observations ï Fiscal Management 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

B. Budget 
development 
process 

       

    i) role of 
electeds 

Review and 
approval of 

budget 

Identify direction 
& objectives ïa 

very robust 
committee.  

Approval after 
several 

workshops 

Work with Fire 
Chief 

developing the 
Budget and the 

approval the 
final and 

amendments 

The Board of 
Commissioners 

review the 
proposed budget, 
and they approve 

the adopted 
budget 

Participates in 
budget 

workshops, long- 
& short-term 
planning, and 
generally very 

involved 

Approval and a 
couple of 

working sessions 

Board members 
attend annual 
budget retreat, 

Also approval of 
budget 

    ii) role of 
administration 

Finance compiles 
and reviews 
numbers and 

analysis with City 
Administrator 

Review and 
analysis 

Fire Chief holds 
this role and 

prepares 
financial reports 
for review with 

the Board Chair 

Chief & A/C build 
budget and 

presents it to the 
Board 

Chief & AC 
propose numbers 

and present to 
the 

Commissioners 

Trudy LaDoucer 
and Chief 

Fenstermaker 
create the 

proposed budget 
and present it to 

the Fire 
Commissioners 

Chief & BCs 
analyze and build 

budget 

    iii) role of 
management 

Initial preparation 
of the budget, 

managing budget 
process, grants, 

proposing 
changes to fee 

structure 

Guide budget 
development 

process, gather 
data, create 

analysis 

Fire Chief also 
fulfills this role 
by working with 
staff to identify 

potential budget 
needs 

Chief Strotz 
gathers data and 

review prior 
budget 

performance 

Dist. Secretary 
provides data 
analysis and 

reports for the 
budget 

development 

Trudy LaDoucer 
and Chief 

Fenstermaker 
review expenses. 

BCs contribute 
with data and 

guidance 

    iv) role of staff 
Provide budget 

suggestions 
when solicited 

Some staff has 
budget 

responsibilities & 
develops division 

or program 
budgets under the 

guidance of the 
Chief. Present 
their budgets 
directly to the 

budget committee 

Staff suggests 
items for 

consideration 

Staff suggests 
items for 

consideration 

Provide Data and 
budget 

needs/proposals 

Trudy LaDoucer 
and Chief 

Fenstermaker 
propose budget 
and present it to 

the Fire 
Commissioners 

Offer insight and 
bring forward 

equipment 
requests and 

needs for 
consideration 
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    v) role of 
community 

Budget hearing 
open to the 

public 

Public hearing 
that has 

considerable 
public 

involvement 

Open public 
meetings 

Budget meetings 
are open to the 

public. 

Open public 
meetings 

Open public 
meetings (low 
attendance) 

Open public 
meetings 

C. Budget 
adoption 
process 

       

    i) budget 
approval 

Budget adopted 
by city council 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Governing Board 

    ii) funding 
approval 

Council has to 
approve 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Board of Fire 
Commissioners 

Governing Board 

D. Financial 
control officer 

       

    i) financial 
report 

Jim Chase Linda Layton Chief Dodge Chief Strotz Wendy Britton  
Trudy LaDoucer 

and Chief 
Fenstermaker  

Chief Fulfs 

    ii) financial 
review 

Jim Chase & 
Department 

Heads 

Monthly budget & 
ytd review by 

Linda Layton and 
AC Yengoyan. 
Additionally, 

budget 
amendment 

process can be 
implemented if 

needed.  Annual 
review by 

independent CPA  

Chief Dodge 
reviews Cash 
Flow Monthly/ 
Expense and 

Revenue 
Budget update 

Quarterly , 
BARS reporting 
yearly to state 

auditor 

Chief Strotz runs 
expense and 

revenue reports 
ad hoc and 
month-end 

summary reports 
reviews expense 
details at least 
once a month. 

Dist. Secty., 
Chief, A/C 

present revenue 
& expenditures to 

Board once a 
month. 

Trudy LaDoucer, 
Chief 

Fenstermaker, 
and the 

Commissioners 
review expenses 

and payroll 
monthly. 

Board reviews all 
POs to maintain 

checks and 
balances for 

financial 
accountability 

    iii) auditor State Auditor State Auditor State Auditor State Auditor State Auditor State Auditor State Auditor 
E. Basis of 
accounting 

Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash 
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AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

F. Purchasing        

    i) purchasing 
policy 

Policy guiding 
purchasing 

authorizations & 
dollar amounts 

where 
bids/additional 
approvals are 

required. 
Approved budget 

expenditures 
allowed by dept. 
if below minimum 
thresholds on the 

Contract 
Authorization 

Summary 

Yes the policy is 
in place and 
documented 

Yes, policy 
requires formal 

POs to be 
signed by Chief 
and checks and 
balances are in 
place to ensure 

oversight. 
Annual Budget 
is basic control 

mechanism.  
Approved bills 
processed via 

FC to Board for 
approval at 
open public 

meeting 

Chief Strotz is 
the only one that 

makes 
purchases and 
has authority to 

make any 
budgeted 

purchases. The 
Chief doesnôt 

purchase EMS 
supplies but does 
review the order 

before it is 
placed. 

Chief has open 
approval, smaller 

local vendor 
accounts only 
have a couple 

people who can 
sign. All 

purchases are 
reviewed monthly 

by District 
Secretary and the 

Board of 
Commissioners 

Trudy LaDoucer 
and Chief have 

authority over all 
budgeted 

purchasing. 
Amounts over 

$3,000 requires 
board 

review/approval 

Policy requires a 
PO for every 

expense 

    ii) central 
supplies/ 
logistics 

FD purchases 
separately from 

city 

Most from central 
supply within the 
Fire Department.  
Captain sends 
Linda purchase 

requests for items 
not supplied 
through dept. 

inventory 

Budgeted items 
are obtained 

from local 
vendors under 
the purchasing 

policy 

Chief Strotz 
makes mostly 

local purchases 
as needed and 

distributes 
supplies to staff 

Standard 
supplies and 
materials are 

purchased from 
local vendors as 

needed 

Use local 
businesses when 

available (use 
purchase cards) 

Supplies are 
ordered from 

local vendors as 
appropriate, and 

by only one 
person as a 

control measure 

    iii) joint 
agreements/ 
ventures 

Piggy back on 
county 

purchases, 
mutual aid 

agreements. 

For apparatus, 
PPE, but by 

resolution by the 
board. State bid 

process for 
software 

The district has 
in the past, but 
does not have 

any current 
purchase in 
progress. 

Snohomish 
County purchase 

agreement 

EMS supplies 
through City of 

Arlington --  Dept. 
of Enterprise 

Services ï Master 
Contract User 
Agreement, 
CIF&R for 
Districtôs fleet 

services 

WA State 
Department of 

Enterprise. Also, 
the District has a 

service 
agreement with 
CIF&R for the 
Districtôs fleet 

services 

Can purchase 
under the 

County-wide 
purchasing 
agreement 
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    iv) JPAs 
Telephone 
system with 

Bellevue 
No No No No No 

The District has a 
joint purchasing 
agreement with 

Snohomish 
County 

    v) bidding Capital > $8K Follow State Law 
Follow State 

Law 

Is required for 
anything over 
$10K (State 

Policy), but will 
go out at lower 
amount if they 
think they can 
save money 

Follow State Law, 
Bid matrix per 
legal counsel. 

follow state law 
rules/most 

purchases are 
from a local sole 

source 

Policy requires 3 
bids from $10K - 

$200K, 
depending on the 

work (public 
work), material or 

service, on the 
vendor list, or if a 

contract is in 
place 

    vi) leases Copier Copier No Copier No Copier No 

3. Budget 

A. Operating 
budgetary funds 

       

    i) organized 
by program or 
category  
(BARS) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    ii) sub 
accounts 

Standard 
account coding 

Standard  
account coding 

Standard 
account coding 

Standard 
account coding 

Standard  
account coding 

Standard 
account coding 

Standard 
account coding 
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B. Reserve 
funds 

City Policy 
Target: 8% of 
General Fund 

budgeted taxes, 
licenses & 

permits plus one-
month operating 
cash within the 
General Fund 

Goal: 15% of the 
annual expense 

fund.  Currently at 
16% of expense 
fund including 

health care 
reserves 

No formal 
written policy, 
but they do 

currently have 
approx. $700K 
of combined 

reserves  

Currently the 
reserve fund has 

a balance of 
$180,000, 

enough for six 
months of 
expenses 

$530K currently 
set aside in 

reserve. 
No 

Emergency 
Reserve 
Account: 
$612,000, 
Apparatus 
Reserve: 

$2,400,000 
Operations 

stabilization fund  
$1,000,000, 

equipment fund 
$600,000, 

building facilities 
reserve 

$500,000.00 and 
employee 

separation fund 
$50,000 

C. Revenue 
funds 

Grants, Expense, 
EMS 

Expense, 
Reserve, Capital, 

Trust, Bond, 
Medical Expense 

Expense 
Expense, EMS, 
Bond, Reserve 

Expense, 
Bond 

Expense Expense, Bond 

D. Enterprise 
funds 

No No No No No No No 

E. Adopted 
budget FD 
income 
accounts, 2013 

Not broken out 
separately 

Fire & EMS: 
$5,622,798 

Fire & EMS: 
$813,220 

Fire & EMS: 
$725,946 

$933,263 $286,600 
Fire & EMS: 
$5,041,691 

F. Revised 
budget FD 
expense 
accounts, 2013 

Fire: $2,441,491 
EMS: $2,573,584 

Fire & EMS: 
$5,520,273 

Fire & EMS: 
$813,220 

Fire & EMS: 
$725,946 

$933,263 $286,600 
Fire & EMS: 
$5,041,691 

    i) personnel 
FD: 2,140,376 

EMS: 1,974,334 
Fire: 1,781,532  
EMS: 1,944,561 

523,852 326,150 732,823 105,850 4,134,759 

    ii) contractual 
FD: 193,925 

EMS: 451,075 
Fire: 50,159  
EMS: 48,000 

64,900 29,600 112,823 28,500 196,350 



Arlington Region, Washington 
Cooperative Efforts Feasibility Study 

 

Page 52  

Survey 
Components 

Observations ï Fiscal Management 

AFD CIF&R FD #15 FD #19 FD #21 FD #24 NCRFA 

    iii) 
commodities 

FD: 101,790 
EMS: 145,175 

Fire: 775,494  
EMS: 144,199 

224,468 370,196 77,617 149,250 660,944 

    iv) capital 
outlay 

FD: 5,400 
EMS: 0 

0 0 0 0 0 48,438 

G. Municipal 
overhead 

       

    i) reserve 
fund 
contributions 

There is a 
reserve fund, but 
the economy of 
the past couple 
years hasnôt 
allowed for 
contributions.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    ii) fleet rental 
charges 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    iii) fleet 
maintenance 
charges 

Equipment 
Rental and 

Maintenance 
Fund 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    iv) motor fuel 
charges 

Equipment 
Rental and 

Maintenance 
Fund 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    v) property/ 
casualty 
insurance 

Through the 
State 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    vi) medical 
and dental 
insurance 

Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A N/A 

    vii) workersô 
compensation 

Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A N/A 

    viii) workersô 
compensation 
mod rate 

$1 per hour 
worked 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

    ix) employee 
pension plan 

State retirement 
(LEOFF II) 

State retirement 
(LEOFF II) 

State retirement 
(LEOFF II) 

State retirement 
(LEOFF II) 

State retirement 
(LEOFF II) 

N/A 
State retirement 

(LEOFF II) 
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    x) city 
administrative 
overhead 

EMS fund has a 
2013 charge of 

$88,200 for 
administrative & 

payroll services ï 
none for Fire 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

4. Debt 

A. Bonded debt 

City: four 
separate LTGO 
bonds totaling 
$16,125,976 of 

principal 
outstanding as of 

12/31/2013 

Yes, in year 5 of 
20 for a total of 

$10M 
No 

Fire Station Bond 
$1,2M 20-year 
(1999 - 2018) 

Fire Station Bond 
$1,5M 20-year 
(2009 -2028) 

No No GO Bonds 

B. Capital lease Copiers No No No No No No 

C. Unfunded 
liability 

       

    i) pension 
fund 

Donôt have to 
report OPEB, do 
report sick and 

vacation leaves. 

pension through 
the state 

No No BVFF No No 

    ii) workersô 
compensation 
claims 

Handled directly 
through state; 
currently no 
outstanding 

claims 

1 full-time and 1 
part-time 

employees with 
current claims. 

Currently no 
outstanding 

claims 

Currently no 
outstanding 

claims 

No ï exempt -- 
Volunteer with 

State, no 
outstanding 

claims 

Board of Vol and 
Reserve 

firefighter (State 
volunteer 

pension system) 

No outstanding 
claims 

5. Revenue 

A. Tax levy        

    i) limitations 

City General 
Fund is limited to 

$2.875 (and 
$0.50 for EMS) 

Statutory limits of 
$1.50 for Fire, and 

$0.50 for EMS 

Statutory limits 
of $1.50 for Fire, 

and $0.50 for 
EMS 

Statutory limits of 
$1.50 for Fire, 
and $0.50 for 

EMS 

Statutory limits of 
$1.50 for Fire, 
and $0.50 for 

EMS 

Statutory limits of 
$1.50 for Fire, 
and $0.50 for 

EMS 

Statutory limits of 
$1.50 for Fire, 
and $0.50 for 

EMS 
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B. Service 
contracts 

Fire: 

FD21: $50K  

EMS:  
FD21 - $350K, 
FD24 -  $83K, 
FD25 - $44K 
FC 19 ï $77K 

The District has 
four Fleet 
Enterprise 

agreements 
(FD21, FD19, 

Skagit #3, Skagit 
#6) with budgeted 
2013 revenue of 

$43K; Cadet 
program with H.S. 

$8,500, EM 
Coordinator 

Reimbursement 
$5,768 

No 

The District 
provides its own 

ambulance 
transports ($50K 

per) 

Contract with 
AFD for all EMS 
services and first 

due Fire 
response for the 
south side of the 

District. 

BLS Transport 

City of Stanwood 
for Fire & EMS 

was budgeted at 
$1,279,392 in 

2013 

C. Benefit 
Charge 

No No No No No No No 

D. Grants 

Currently 2 
employees on 

SAFER - $21K; 
MEDIC1 grant - 

$1,200 

Just finished a 
SAFER grant, WA 
health grant, $2M 
in grants over last 

five years 

No 

Yes (Group grant 
with 4 or 5 other 

agencies for 
Incident 

Command) $12K 

 
Regional ICS 
grant, Tribal 

grants and King 
County Trauma 

Grant. 

IMS Equipment 
joint grant, 

Assistance to FF 
grant for SCBA 

2006, grants 
from tribes 

EMS $1,400 

    i) recent 
awards 

Just getting 
approved AFG 

for $68K 

Radio grant for 
$200,000. 

 FEMA seismic 
grant initially 

awarded but later 
disallowed 
$400,000 -- 
appealing  

No No No No No 

    ii) outstanding 
applications 

No 
Hose Grant 

pending 
($167,000) 

No No 

Water Rescue 
Equipment 
ñStillaguamish 
Tribeò 

County fire 
station 

expansion $207K 
(HUD grant) 

No 
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E. Fundraising        

    i) Foundation No No No No No No No 

    ii) Volunteer 
Association 

Yes, they are 
involved in 
fundraising. 

No 

Yes, they are 
involved in 
community 
fundraising 

events 

Silvana Fire 
Fighter 

association 
involved in 
fundraising. 

Yes fundraising 
for community 

events 

Yes fundraising 
for community 

events 

North County fire 
fighters 

association did 
some fundraising 

several years 
ago, nothing 

recently 

F. Fees for 
service 

       

    i) billing for 
fire response 

No - Transport 
fees budgeted at 

$950K 
No No No No 

For BLS 
Transport $450 

for non-
residents, 2012 
transport fees = 

$95,000 

No 

    ii) inspection 
fee 

No No 

Not applicable , 
reservation land, 

not subject to 
inspection 

No No No No 

    iii) hazardous 
materials 

No  No 

No, the District 
pays into county 
special ops plan 

to cover Haz 
Mat teams and 
special ops via 

mutual aid 

Billed at the 
Snohomish 

county fire chiefs 
rate 

Billed at the 
Snohomish 

county fire chiefs 
rate 

No No 

    iv) recovery 
outside of 
jurisdiction 

No other than 
transport 
services 

No No No No No No 

    v) airport/port 
fee(s) 

2012: $264,900 No No No No No No 

    vi) event 
stand-by 
charges 

Occasionally, not 
more than $4-5K 

annually 
No No No No No No 
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G. Ambulance 
service 
collection(s) 

       

    i) percentage 
collected (2012) 

48% (net of 
Medicare and 
Medicaid) 68% 
with Medicare 
and Medicaid 

2013 - $375K 
budgeted revenue 

for ambulance 
transport fees.   

This is net of un-
collected and 

fees. Accounts 
sent to collections 

are subject to a 
60% for the 

district and 40% 
for the collection 

agency 

N/A 

50% collections, 
the net to the 

District is $50K 
per year 

N/A N/A 

Handled by a 
billing fee 

company. 2012 
collection rate 
approximately 

50%. 

    ii) collection 
fee(s) 

Flat fee per bill 
prepared.  2012: 

$52,381 

Yes, $22 dollars 
per call to the 
billing agency, 

2013 has $18,000 
budgeted for fees 

N/A 
Lake Stevens 
Fire ($20 per 

MIR) 
N/A 

Systems Designs 
billing $22.00 per 

Transport 

2012 the total 
fees were 
$26,942 
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Fiscal Management Assessment 

Operating Budget, Funding, Fees, Taxation, and Financial Resources 

Budgeting for local government agencies across the northwest has become a more challenging 

undertaking. Many public entities are experiencing a flattening or downturn in their revenue 

growth. There are several factors affecting governmental revenues. The financial crisis of 2007-

08 and resulting economic downturn, home foreclosures, and tight credit resulted in dramatic 

reductions in home values. Additionally, new commercial and residential development growth 

slowed, further restraining overall revenue growth.  

Controlling expenses is vital to healthy fiscal management, and it too has become more 

challenging to manage. A concerning factor effecting long-term operating budgets is when 

inflation outpaces revenue growth, as it has for many public entities recently. Increases in 

personnel benefits such as health care and pension benefits can have significant impact on 

constrained budgets. 

Economic Indicators 

As of July 2013 the full affects the Federal Government sequestration are largely unknown. 

However, the initial impacts of the spending cuts appear to have had little effect on the economy 

while some key indicators have been very favorable. The Thomson-Reuters/University of 

Michigan consumer sentiment index hit a six-year high in May 2013. May also saw continued 

strong growth in median home sale prices, according to the S&P/Case-Shiller indexes.  

Property Tax 

In Washington property tax is administered by local governments.  County assessors value and 

assess the tax and county treasurers collect it. Property tax revenue is typically the primary 

funding source for fire districts and departments. 

Assessed Values 

Washington State Law requires that county Assessors appraise property at 100 percent of its 

ñtrue and fair market valueò according to the ñhighest and best useò of the property. Assessed 

values are adjusted each year by the county assessors. Both Island1 and Snohomish2 counties 

use a ñmass appraisalò process to appraise property types, including land, single family 

residences, and manufactured homes each year. "Mass appraisal" is the processes of valuing 

large numbers of properties as of a given date, using standard methods, employing common 

                                                
1
 http://www.islandcounty.net/assessor/TaxationValuationProcess.htm. 

2
 http://assessor.snoco.org/forms/massappr12.aspx. 



Arlington Region, Washington 
Cooperative Efforts Feasibility Study 

 

Page 58  

data, and allowing for statistical testing. The assessors use local market data, based on sales 

data, as one of the primary factors along used produce the assessed value adjustments.  

Each year the appraisal process uses the prior yearôs sales data as the basis for adjustments to 

the following yearôs values. This means 2007 sales data wasnôt represented in assessed values 

until 2009. This lag should be considered when relating market trends with the assessed values. 

Figure 11: Assessed Values (Expense Fund) by Agency, 2007 - 2013
3
 

 

A noticeable decline in assessed values was not apparent until the 2010 tax year. The 2008 tax 

year saw large year-over-year growth with the overall average of 20.5 percent. In 2009 the 

overall average rate fell to 2.9 percent, and 2010 was in negative territory at -5.9 percent. 

Figure 12: Graphical Comparison of Agency Assessed Values, 2007 - 2013
4
 

 

Figure 12 shows each agencyôs total assessed value between 2007 and 2013. Each agencyôs 

assessed values were similarly affected by the downturn in the economy. 

                                                
3
 http://dor.wa.gov/Content/AboutUs/StatisticsAndReports/stats_proptaxstats_report.aspx 

4
 Ibid. 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

AFD 1,882,294,666     2,239,293,774     2,306,249,447     2,239,257,103     2,018,675,444     1,822,509,261     1,727,872,805     

Island #1 2,946,673,244     3,366,215,851     3,510,485,204     3,439,321,289     3,139,570,989     3,056,377,681     2,809,225,232     

Snohomish #15 361,780,852        456,503,828        455,888,687        418,717,265        379,035,895        346,503,930        311,276,588        

Snohomish #19 393,716,250        508,482,808        515,748,942        418,481,080        381,117,041        338,180,272        321,071,551        

Snohomish #21 877,654,603        1,050,340,386     1,048,653,735     952,242,171        863,505,830        768,137,315        679,932,073        

Snohomish #24 137,146,580        330,820,405        348,958,255        311,320,282        304,714,852        261,388,964        219,368,363        

NCRFA 2,237,428,383     2,028,863,352     1,828,198,485     1,618,547,727     1,525,279,544     

Total AV 6,599,266,195     7,951,657,052     10,423,412,653   9,808,202,542     8,914,818,536     8,211,645,150     7,594,026,156     
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Figure 13: Year-Over-Year Change in Assessed Value, 2007 - 2013
5
 

 

Figure 13 shows the year-over-year change for each agency. Annexations and changes in 

taxing districts service are can play a role in the total growth rate. Currently assessors do not 

separate out new or lost property values; therefore these changes represent the total net 

changes. 

Washington Tax Limitations 

Regular property tax levies are subject to several specific legal limitations: 

¶ Levy limit (aka 101 percent) 

¶ District or City statutory dollar rate limit 

¶ $5.90 aggregate limit 

¶ 1 percent constitutional limit 

The levy limit applies to taxing districtôs levy amount and not to increases in the assessed value 

of individual properties. It was approved by voters in 2001 under initiative 747. I-747 limits taxing 

districtsô annual budget increases to 101 percent of its highest previous levy (since 1985) plus 

amounts attributed to new construction, wind turbines, and/or annexations to the district unless 

voters approve a greater increase. This limitation is calculated by the assessor at the beginning 

of the calculation process to ensure each taxing authority is within its budgetary limitations. 

Taxing districts have statutory limits on their regular levy rates. Fire Districts and Regional Fire 

Authorities are limited to $1.50 per $1,000 of assessed valuation (AV). EMS is limited to $0.50 

per $1,000 of AV. Cities normally have a maximum regular levy rate of $3.375 per $1,000 of AV. 

Cities with a Firemanôs Pension Fund can levy an additional $0.225 per $1,000 of AV, resulting 

in a maximum levy of $3.60 per $1,000 of AV. However, these maximum levy amounts are 

reduced for cities that annex into a fire or library district. The annexed city maximum levy rate is 

lowered by the special district(s) (fire or library) regular levy rate(s).  

                                                
5
 http://dor.wa.gov/Content/AboutUs/StatisticsAndReports/stats_proptaxstats_report.aspx 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

AFD 0.0% 19.0% 3.0% -2.9% -9.9% -9.7% -5.2%

Island #1 0.0% 14.2% 4.3% -2.0% -8.7% -2.6% -8.1%

Snohomish #15 0.0% 26.2% -0.1% -8.2% -9.5% -8.6% -10.2%

Snohomish #19 0.0% 29.1% 1.4% -18.9% -8.9% -11.3% -5.1%

Snohomish #21 0.0% 19.7% -0.2% -9.2% -9.3% -11.0% -11.5%

Snohomish #24 0.0% 141.2% 5.5% -10.8% -2.1% -14.2% -16.1%

NCRFA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -9.3% -9.9% -11.5% -5.8%

Total Y-O-Y Change 0.0% 20.5% 2.9% -5.9% -9.1% -7.9% -7.5%
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¶ Example: A city with a maximum rate of $3.60 annexes into a fire district that is levying 
at its maximum rate of $1.50 as well as library district levying at its maximum rate of 
$0.50. The cityôs revised maximum levy rate would be $3.60 - $1.50 - $0.50 = $1.60.  

The $5.90 aggregate limit: the combination of all senior and junior taxing districts levies (not 

including state, port districts, public utility districts, emergency medical levies, and conservation 

futures) cannot exceed $5.90. 

Finally, the 1 percent constitution limit applies to regular (non-voted) combined property tax 

rates and restricts their annual growth to 1 percent ($10 per $1,000) of assessed value. 

However, voters may vote for special levies (such as school, bonds, capital projects, and m&o 

levies) that are added to this figure. 

Banked Capacity 

Banked capacity is the difference between the highest lawful levy that could have been made 

and the actual levy that was imposed.  The amount of banked capacity usually changes each 

year because the highest lawful levy and the actual levy are recalculated.  Having banked 

capacity for one year does not guarantee the district will have the same amount or more the 

following year. 

If a district or city levies less than its highest lawful levy, it will have banked capacity.  If a district 

or city levies at its highest lawful levy, it will not have banked capacity. 

Figure 14: Banked Capacity by District, 2008 - 2012
6
 

 

When a district wants to use banked capacity, its resolution must authorize a large enough 

increase that will allow the district to levy at its highest lawful levy. 

                                                
6
 http://www.dor.wa.gov/Content/AboutUs/StatisticsAndReports/stats_proptaxstats_report.aspx 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

AFD -                -                -                -                -                

Island #1 -                -                -                -                -              

Snohomish #15 -                -                -                -                -              

Snohomish #19 -                -                271,333         294,911         352,189       

Snohomish #21 -                94,539           41,742           -                -              

Snohomish #24 -                8,571             9,964             -                -              

NCRFA -                -                515,688         811,618         1,120,954    
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Housing Market 

The S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices are one of the leading measures for the U.S. 

residential housing market, tracking changes in the value of residential real estate both 

nationally as well as in 20 metropolitan regions. The Seattle region index can be used in 

conjunction with local market data to help inform the coming yearôs assessed values. 

Figure 15: S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices, 2000 - 2013
7
 

 

Figure 15 graphically shows the Seattle index has historically been less volatile than the 20 

metropolitan regions (Composite-20). The Seattle region index has been trending upward since 

early 2012 and through the winter which is can depress sales unlike the Composite-20 which 

have fluctuated with the seasonality of the housing market. This is an indication of relative 

stability in the Seattle region housing market. 

Historic Residential Property Sales 

County assessors analyze property sales data from each calendar year to establish adjustments 

to assessed values. Currently, for the 2013 budget year, districts and departments are receiving 

revenue based on assessed values that were adjusted based on sales that occurred during 

2011. Both nationally and in the Seattle area the housing market was at the end of its downward 

trend during 2011. In 2012, median sale prices began to rise and the quantity of sales 

increased. The Case-Shiller index, which is based on sales data, reported an 8.25 percent 

increase from December 2011 to December 2012. These increases in reported sale prices 

                                                
7
 http://www.standardandpoors.com/indices/sp-case-shiller-home-price-indices/en/us/?indexId=spusa-cashpidff--p-
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should result in growth in 2014 tax year assessed values. However, the impact of the growth in 

2012 on assessed value in 2014 is difficult to forecast because it is the first year after the four 

prior consecutive losses. Because of this the growth that Case-Shiller reported should still be 

considered but factored conservatively. 

The following figures record the number (count) of home sales within the stated areas, as well 

as the median sales price based on the sales in each related quarter reported.  

Figure 16 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2008 through March 2013 for all Snohomish County. From the peak median prices in 

Q1 2008 of ~$350,000 to the low set in Q4 2011 of just under ~$250,000, the median prices 

were hovering just above ~$250,000 in Q1 2013. During 2012 the velocity of sales slowed while 

the median values have fluctuated, perhaps due to seasonality, while continuing to trend 

upward. Overall, the high number of sales in Snohomish County increases the value of the data 

and weight its trending should add to future forecasting. 

Figure 16: Snohomish County - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2008 - Q1 2013
8
 

 

Figure 17 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2008 through March 2013 for all Island County. From the peak median prices in Q2 

2008 of ~$295,000 to the low set in Q1 2012 of ~$190,000, the median prices were ~$215,000 

in Q1 2013. During 2012 the velocity of sales increased slightly while the median values have 

fluctuated but are continuing to trend upward slightly. The fluctuations in median sales price can 

potentially be attributed to the low number of total sales. Fewer total sales in the dataset can 

                                                
8
 http://www.city-data.com/housing/houses-Snohomish-Washington.html 
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allow large individual sales, as opposed to the lack of them, to have significant impacts on the 

quarterly numbers. Therefore, a moving average would be useful to smooth out the fluctuations 

and establish a growth forecast. 

Figure 17: Island County - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2008 - Q1 2013
9
 

 

Figure 18 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2011 through March 2013 for Arlington, Washington. Arlingtonôs dataset only includes 

2011 forward, which doesnôt allow for complete side-by-side analysis. The lowest median values 

were recorded in Q1 2012 at ~$200,000, and the high was in Q4 2012 at just above ~$220,000.  

Figure 18: Arlington, WA - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2011 - Q1 2013
10

 

 

                                                
9
 http://www.city-data.com/county/Island_County-WA.html 

10
 http://www.city-data.com/housing/houses-Arlington-Washington.html 
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Figure 19 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2008 through March 2013 for Camano, Washington. Q1 2008 was the peak median 

price at ~$325,000, and the low was during Q1 2012 at ~$200,000. 

Figure 19: Camano Island, WA - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2008 - Q1 2013
11

 

 

Figure 20 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2011 through March 2013 for Darrington, Washington. Darringtonôs dataset only 

includes 2011 forward, which doesnôt allow for complete side-by-side analysis. During Q1 2011 

the median sales prices peaked at ~$150,000, and hovered around ~$90,000 between Q4 2011 

to Q3 2012.  

Figure 20: Darrington, WA - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2011 - Q1 2013
12

 

 

                                                
11

 http://www.city-data.com/housing/houses-Camano-Washington.html 
12

 http://www.city-data.com/city/Darrington-Washington.html 
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Figure 21 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2008 through March 2013 for Stanwood, Washington. Q1 2008 was the peak median 

price at ~$330,000, and the low was during Q1 2012 at ~$200,000. 

Figure 21: Stanwood, WA - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2008 - Q1 2013
13

 

 

Figure 22 illustrates the number of home sales and the median sales prices, by quarter, from 

January 2011 through March 2013 for Tulalip Bay, Washington. Tulalip Bayôs dataset only 

includes 2011 forward, which doesnôt allow for complete side-by-side analysis. The lowest 

median values were recorded in Q1 2012 at ~$180,000, and the high was in Q1 2013 at just 

above ~$215,000. 

Figure 22: Tulalip Bay, WA - Homes Sold & Median Sales Price, Q1 2011 - Q1 2013
14

 

 

                                                
13

 http://www.city-data.com/housing/houses-Stanwood-Washington.html 
14

 http://www.city-data.com/housing/houses-Tulalip-Bay-Washington.html 
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New Construction 

Washington property tax limitations exclude new construction in the first year that the property 

comes onto the tax roll. This allows taxing districtsô revenue to grow at rates greater than the 

statutory limitations. While new construction can be complicated to forecast, especially beyond 

the coming year, using historical values can inform baseline assumptions 

Figure 23: New Construction by Agency, 2008 - 2012
15

 

  

Historic Unemployment Rate 

The level of employment in the region could potentially impact the number of homes being sold 

and ultimately the sales price. The following table shows the historic unemployment rates for 

Island County. 

Figure 24: Unemployment Rate in Island County, 2003 - 2013
16

 

 
 

                                                
15

 http://www.dor.wa.gov/Content/AboutUs/StatisticsAndReports/stats_proptaxstats_report.aspx. 
16

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, local area unemployment statistics: 
LAUCN53029003,LAUCN53029004,LAUCN53029005,LAUCN53029006 Not Seasonally Adjusted. 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

AFD 42,790,400     35,327,300     15,762,714     16,483,780     7,171,900       

Island #1 79,692,018     49,619,846     25,613,214     17,818,342     12,885,296   

Snohomish #15 6,830,600       3,066,872       1,427,600       2,344,700       832,620       

Snohomish #19 15,571,900     10,097,800     3,305,700       3,223,560       3,288,700    

Snohomish #21 28,084,034     18,290,200     13,307,421     6,705,000       5,028,800    

Snohomish #24 3,619,500       4,960,494       5,135,221       4,348,718       1,216,800    

NCRFA -                36,868,420     21,812,461     14,907,680     10,457,624   

Unemployment 

Rate

2003 7.70%

2004 8.00%

2005 6.50%

2006 5.30%

2007 5.40%

2008 5.60%

2009 7.70%

2010 10.70%

2011 9.90%

2012 9.30%

2013 8.80%

10-Year Avg. 7.20%
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Figure 25 depicts the unemployment rate visually with the statewide average. 

Figure 25: Island County Historical Unemployment Rate, January 2003 ï March 2013
17

 

 

 

Figure 26 lists the unemployment rates for Snohomish County as of January of each year while 

the 10-year average is based on each individual monthly rate. 

Figure 26: Unemployment Rate for Snohomish County, 2003 - 2013
18

 

 

                                                
17

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, local area unemployment statistics: 
LAUCN53029003,LAUCN53029004,LAUCN53029005,LAUCN53029006 Not Seasonally Adjusted. 
18

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, local area unemployment statistics: 
LAUPS53030003,LAUPS53030004,LAUPS53030005,LAUPS53030006 Not Seasonally Adjusted. 
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Unemployment 

Rate

2003 7.20%

2004 6.80%

2005 5.70%

2006 4.80%

2007 4.80%

2008 4.30%

2009 8.80%

2010 11.40%

2011 10.60%

2012 8.80%

2013 7.10%

10-Year Avg. 7.00%
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Figure 27 is another way to visualize the unemployment data along with the State-wide average. 

Figure 27: Snohomish County Historical Unemployment Rate, January 2003 ï March 2013
19

 

 

Figure 28 lists the Washington counties with the lowest unemployment rates in March 2013. 

Snohomish County was at the second lowest at 5.7 percent, and Island County was at number 

11 with 8.3 percent. The statewide average unemployment rate was 7.5 percent. 

                                                
19

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, local area unemployment statistics: 
LAUPS53030003,LAUPS53030004,LAUPS53030005,LAUPS53030006 Not Seasonally Adjusted. 
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Figure 28: Unemployment Rates by County, March 2013
20

 

 

Annual Inflation Rate 

Inflation is also an important consideration when forecasting costs. For the purpose of this 

analysis, ESCI will use the average Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers (CPI-U) 

reported for 2003 though the 2012 period, for the Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA statistical 

area as compiled by the U.S. Department of Labor. The information is displayed in both table 

and graphical format (Figure 29 and Figure 30). 

                                                
20

 http://www.bls.gov/data/ 
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Figure 29: Average CPI-U, 2003 - 2012
21

 

 

Figure 30: Historical CPI-U, 2003 - 2012
22

 

 

                                                
21

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index-All Urban Consumers, Series Id: 
CUURA423SA0. 
22

 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index-All Urban Consumers, Series Id: 
CUURA423SA0. 
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Arlington Fire Department 

AFD Debt 

AFD (City) currently has no voter approved bonds outstanding. As of December 31, 2012, AFD 

(City) had $16,735,997 of outstanding general obligation debt. AFDôs (City) budgeted debt 

service for these LTGO bonds is $610,021 for principal and $739,015 for interest payments in 

2013. The outstanding balance is budgeted at $16,125,976 as of December 31, 2013. 

AFD AV History 

Figure 31: AFD Historical Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2009 - 2013 

 

Arlingtonôs assessed value lost 25.1 percent of its value between 2009 and 2013. The loss to 

assessed value resulted in the total increase to the total City Expense levy rate of 46.2 percent 

over the same five-year period. Despite the increase, the Cityôs Expense levy rate has stayed 

well below the rate limit of $3.10 per $1,000 of assessed value. The Cityôs rate limit is based on 

$3.375 + $0.225 = $3.60 minus $0.50 for annexation into the library district. 

AFD Revenue History 

AFD provides Fire and EMS services for the southern portion of Snohomish #21. For 2013, AFD 

budgeted $50,000 for providing Fire Service and contractually receives 100 percent of 

Snohomish #21ôs EMS levy. AFD provides ALS services for Snohomish #24 and contractually 

receives 70 percent of Snohomish #24ôs EMS levy. AFD provides ALS services for Snohomish 

#25 and contractually receives 90 percent of Snohomish #25ôs EMS levy. 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Base Assessed Value 2,306,249,447   2,239,257,103   2,018,675,444   1,822,509,261   1,727,872,805   
Base % Change From Previous Year -2.9% -9.9% -9.7% -5.2%

New Construction 35,327,300       15,762,714       16,483,780       7,171,900         23,495,636        

Total Assessed Value 2,341,576,747   2,255,019,817   2,035,159,224   1,829,681,161   1,751,368,441   

Expense Levy Rate 0.9711             1.0341             1.1694             1.3127             1.4199              

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

EMS Levy Rate 0.3853             0.4107             0.4646             0.5000             0.5000              

Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total City Rate 1.3564             1.4448             1.6340             1.8127             1.9199              

Expense Levy Rate (F.D. Only) 0.7417             0.8916             0.9652             1.0454             1.2141              

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate

EMS Levy Rate 0.3853             0.4107             0.4646             0.5000             0.5000              

Bond Levy Rate

Total Fire Department Rate 1.1270             1.3023             1.4298             1.5454             1.7141              
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Figure 32: AFD Revenue History, 2009 - 2013 

 

AFDôs budgeted 2013 revenue is comprised of 60.1 percent city property-tax (Expense and 

EMS), 20.1 percent relates to providing Fire and EMS services for other fire districts, and 19.3 

percent is related to EMS transportation fees. 

AFD Expenditure History 

Figure 33: AFD Expenditure History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total Property Taxes (F.D. Only) 2,583,861         2,929,790         2,900,943         2,824,944         2,963,841          

Fire Service Revenues

FIRE DIST #21 Srvc Contract 44,334             46,551             48,879             51,323             50,000              

AIRPORT FIRE SERVICES 226,340            242,324            242,300            264,900            264,900            

EMS Service Revenues

Dist #21 EMS Levy 434,112            327,918            552,157            398,592            351,000            

Dist #24 EMS Levy 77,296             86,091             97,979             54,521             83,000              

Dist #25 EMS Levy 49,587             51,746             55,650             48,614             44,000              

EMS Service DIST #19 -                   -                   -                   -                   77,000              

Federal Grants 1,500               651                  -                   -                   -                   

State Grants -                   2,799               1,738               1,534               1,600                

Stilly Tribe - EMS Service -                   2,451               3,300               -                   -                   

Transportation fees 648,695            765,843            813,570            792,130            950,000            

EMS Services - Airport 109,219            112,000            120,120            120,120            120,120            

Miscellaneous Reveneue 3,054               4,918               1,170               1,323               500                   

Total Revenue 4,177,998         5,302,679         4,926,664         4,638,456         4,931,961          

Revenue
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 2,577,713         2,865,717         3,075,506         2,992,281         3,042,211          

Personnel Benefits 797,816            891,915            840,185            855,521            1,072,549          

Supplies 108,282            126,179            95,725             64,255             95,300              

Services 247,041            374,228            288,569            307,528            338,140            

Int Gov Srv 371,392            55,192             102,888            59,083             61,775              

InterFund Pmts Services -                   -                   82,570             107,925            141,750            

Capital Outlay 11,249             129,124            10,895             65,070             5,441                

Transfers-Out -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Expenditure 4,113,493         4,442,355         4,496,338         4,451,663         4,757,166          

Expenditure
Actuals
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Figure 34: AFD Expenditures (as Percentages of Total), 2009 - 2013 

 

AFD Fund Balance History 

A balance history will not be displayed because the City of Arlington doesnôt separate out the 

Fire Department from other Expense Fund Departments. 

AFD Other Funds 

AFD has an Equipment Rental M&O Fund for tracking associated costs (by department) outside 

of the Expense Fund. Expenses captured in this fund include equipment rental costs, fuel, 

maintenance, insurance and attributable admin overhead. During 2012 Fire specific expenses 

totaled $116,506, and EMS totaled 83,928. During 2011 Fire specific expenses totaled $89,846 

and $66,426 for EMS expenses. 

AFD Capital Replacement 

Currently, AFD does not have a capital replacement plan. 

AFD Undefined Liabilities 

AFD currently pays medical costs for two fire retirees. The medical insurance for both retirees 

totaled approximately $15,000 in budgeted 2013, and is handled through the LEOFF trust.  

AFD Status Quo Financial Forecast, 2013 ï 2018 

Using assumptions outlined in the section entitled Economic Indicators, financial forecast 

projections were created for AFD. Future forecasts use the 2013 budget as the basis for all 

calculations. Any change made to the base data are identified in the section being reviewed. 

AFD AV Forecast 

Because data from the tax years 2009 through 2013 were all reported losses of assessed value, 

and due to the fact that 2013 values are based on 2011 sales (prior to when home prices began 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 62.7% 64.5% 68.4% 67.2% 64.0%

Personnel Benefits 19.4% 20.1% 18.7% 19.2% 22.5%

Supplies 2.6% 2.8% 2.1% 1.4% 2.0%

Services 6.0% 8.4% 6.4% 6.9% 7.1%

Int Gov Srv 9.0% 1.2% 2.3% 1.3% 1.3%

InterFund Pmts Services 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 2.4% 3.0%

Capital Outlay 0.3% 2.9% 0.2% 1.5% 0.1%

Transfers-Out 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total Expenditure 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Expenditure
Actuals
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to rise), this forecast uses the Arlington home market data as well as the Seattle region 

Case/Shiller index as the basis for the following growth projections.  

The magnitude23 of AFDôs annual change in assessed value compared to the Case/Shiller 

Seattle region index averaged 96.5 percent between 2007 and 2011, and indicates a strong 

correlation between the Arlington housing market and the greater Seattle region. Case/Shiller 

reported an 8.25 percent increase in median home prices from December 2011 to December 

2012 for the Seattle region. However, several factors have been considered which limit growth 

of that magnitude: statutory limitations, lack of historical recovery data and how it related to 

changes in assessed values, complexities in estimating new construction, and state assessed 

properties. Based on these factors ESCI has taken a conservative approach with these 

projections. 

The forecast percent of growth for assessed value from 2014 through 2018 is shown in the 

following table. These growth rates conservatively estimate the impact of new construction and 

state assessed properties; strong growth in either of these components would have 

considerable impact on these projections.  

Figure 35: AFD Five-Year Growth Projections, 2014 - 2018 

 

Figure 36 forecasts the change in the assessed value from 2014 through 2018 using the growth 

factors identified above. 

                                                
23

 Magnitude is in absolute terms and is always positive regardless of the direction of change. 

Year
Percent 

Change

2014 2.6%

2015 4.0%

2016 4.3%

2017 4.2%

2018 3.7%
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Figure 36: AFD Forecast Assessed Value, 2014 - 2018 

 

AFD Revenue Forecast 

Property taxes in the following figure were based on the 2013 budgeted amount and increased 

based on the corresponding growth rate. All other revenues use the 2013 budgeted amounts 

and have been inflated based on the ten-year average CPI-U of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 37: AFD Forecast Revenue, 2014 - 2018 

 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Base Assessed Value 1,772,797,498   1,869,366,632   1,976,767,206   2,088,132,928   2,195,009,625   
Base % Change From Previous Year 2.6% 4.0% 4.3% 4.2% 3.7%

New Construction 24,670,418       25,903,939       27,199,136       28,559,092       29,987,047       

Total Assessed Value 1,797,467,916   1,895,270,571   2,003,966,341   2,116,692,020   2,224,996,672   

Expense Levy Rate 1.3980             1.3582             1.3159             1.2760             1.2432             

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

EMS Levy Rate 0.4923             0.4783             0.4634             0.4493             0.4378             

Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total City Rate 1.8903             1.8365             1.7792             1.7253             1.6810             

Expense Levy Rate (F.D. Only) 1.2681             1.2494             1.2276             1.2075             1.1936             

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate

EMS Levy Rate 0.4922             0.4848             0.4761             0.4681             0.4626             

Bond Levy Rate

Total Fire Department Rate* 1.7603             1.7342             1.7037             1.6756             1.6561             

Forecast

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

C.E. Levy (F.D. Only) 2,216,816         2,270,635         2,326,575         2,384,268         2,443,678         

C.E. - New Construction (F.D. Only) 31,337             32,904             34,087             35,215             36,418             

EMS Levy 872,575            893,760            915,575            938,047            961,161            

EMS - New Construction 12,335             12,750             13,185             13,598             14,038             

Total Property Taxes (F.D. Only) 3,133,064         3,210,049         3,289,422         3,371,128         3,455,296         

Fire Service Revenues

FIRE DIST #21 Srvc Contract 51,176             52,380             53,613             54,874             56,165             

AIRPORT FIRE SERVICES 271,132            277,511            284,040            290,722            297,561            

EMS Service Revenues -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Dist #21 EMS Levy 359,258            367,710            376,360            385,215            394,277            

Dist #24 EMS Levy 84,953             86,951             88,997             91,091             93,234             

Dist #25 EMS Levy 45,035             46,095             47,179             48,289             49,425             

EMS Service DIST #19 78,812             80,666             82,563             84,506             86,494             

Federal Grants -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

State Grants 1,638               1,676               1,716               1,756               1,797               

Stilly Tribe - EMS Service -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Transportation fees 972,350            995,226            1,018,639         1,042,604         1,067,133         

EMS Services - Airport 122,946            125,838            128,799            131,829            134,930            

Miscellaneous Reveneue 512                  524                  536                  549                  562                  

Total Revenue 5,120,875         5,244,625         5,371,864         5,502,562         5,636,875         

Revenue
Forecast
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AFD Expenditure Forecast 

All expenditures are based on 2013 budgeted amounts. Personnel Benefits have been 

increased by 8.0 percent to account for uncertainty in health care and pension expense 

increases, all other expenditures were forecast using the ten-year average CPI of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 38 reflects forecasted expenses through 2018. 

Figure 38: AFD Forecast Expenditures, 2014 - 2018 

 

AFD Fund Balance Forecast 

Arlington city combines all departments within its Expense Fund making a Fund Balance 

forecast not possible. 

Camano Island Fire & Rescue 

CIF&R Debt 

CIF&R currently has two outstanding voter approved general obligation bonds that were 

combined to fund $10,000,000 of capital projects. The bonds are scheduled to be paid off in 

2027 and 2028, respectively. 

CIF&R AV History 

Between 2009 and 2013, CIF&R lost 20.0 percent of its total assessed value. During the same 

period the Expense levy rate increased 29.0 percent to $1.120, yet well below the statutory limit 

of $1.50 per $1,000 of assessed value. The following table illustrates CIF&R total assessed 

value and levy rates for 2009 through 2013. 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Salaries and Wages 3,113,783          3,187,038          3,262,017          3,338,760          3,417,308          

Personnel Benefits 1,158,353          1,251,021          1,351,103          1,459,191          1,575,926          

Supplies 97,542              99,837              102,186            104,590            107,050            

Services 346,095            354,237            362,571            371,101            379,832            

Int Gov Srv 63,228              64,716              66,238              67,797              69,392              

InterFund Pmts Services 145,085            148,498            151,992            155,568            159,227            

Capital Outlay 5,569                5,700                5,834                5,971                6,112                

Transfers-Out -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Expenditure 4,929,655          5,111,047          5,301,941          5,502,977          5,714,847          

Expenditure
Forecast
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Figure 39: CIF&R Historical Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2009 - 2013 

 

CIF&R Revenue History 

Figure 40 depicts historical revenues for CIF&R. The year-over-year property tax revenue fell by 

2.4 percent in 2012 and 1.7 percent in 2013 due to losses to assessed value and the limited 

EMS levy rate. 2012 and 2013 also saw reductions in Charges for Services which added to the 

21.4 percent lower 2013 revenue compared to 2011. 

Figure 40: CIF&R Expense Fund Revenue History, 2009 -2013 

 

CIF&R Expenditure History 

The following table depicts CIF&R expense history. With the Medical Expense Fund separated 

out between 2009 and 2013, total expenses appear to have decreased by 10.5 percent. 

Figure 41: CIF&R Expense Fund Expenditure History, 2009 - 2013 

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total Assessed Value 3,510,485,204   3,439,321,289   3,139,570,989   3,056,377,681   2,809,225,232   

% Change From Previous Year -2.0% -8.7% -2.6% -8.1%

Expense Levy Rate 0.8685              0.8820              0.9842              1.0126              1.1200              

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

EMS Levy Rate 0.3230              0.5000              0.5000              0.5000              0.5000              

Bond Levy Rate 0.1653              0.1676              0.1914              0.2034              0.2160              

Total Rate 1.3568              1.5496              1.6756              1.7160              1.8360              

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

General Property Taxes 4,229,044         4,774,173         4,818,167         4,703,494         4,622,096         

Timber Harvest Taxes 1,058                -                   111                  2,058                500                  

Excise Taxes 263                  402                  514                  2,304                500                  

Federal Grants 80,711              150,198            33,745              103,560            -                   

State Grants 39,272              7,797                3,476                3,068                3,200                

Charges For Services 1,644,651         1,617,083         1,569,461         913,970            434,618            

Interest & Other Earnings 7,024                2,160                1,476                2,393                2,000                

Rents, Leases & Concessions 7,055                11,018              17,695              17,637              2,500                

Contributions & Donations 42,482              4,880                1,025                25                    -                   

Miscellaneous Revenues 46,885              36,211              18,051              4,780                15,000              

Total Revenue 6,098,444         6,603,922         6,463,721         5,753,288         5,080,414         

Revenue
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 3,545,818         3,831,214         3,800,644         3,364,103         3,269,252         

Personnel Benefits 1,156,734         1,010,651         430,953            417,205            473,657            

Supplies 497,096            307,619            298,006            263,492            244,150            

Services 695,677            683,128            738,254            754,238            753,886            

Int Gov Srv 36,248              5,933                46                    113                  -                   

Capital Outlay -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Transfers-Out 232,900            637,384            823,469            870,083            779,328            

Total Expenditure 6,164,473         6,475,929         6,091,371         5,669,234         5,520,273         

Actuals
Expenditure
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In addition to the above, the district had a one-time carryover of $500,000 for 2013. 

 

CIF&R Fund Balance History 

Figure 42: CIF&R Expense Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

CIF&R Other Funds 

In addition to the Expense fund, CIF&R has the following funds: Bond, Capital, Medical 

Expense, Reserve, and Trust. Figure 43 depicts the Bond Fund balance history from 2009 

through 2013 for CIF&R. 

Figure 43: CIF&R Bond Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Figure 44 depicts the Capital Fund balance history from 2009 through 2013 for CIF&R. 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 2,047,280         2,002,147         2,138,416         2,556,499         2,689,498         

Revenues 6,122,819         6,618,108         6,510,861         5,802,689         5,122,798         

Expenditures

Salaries and Wages 3,545,818         3,831,214         3,800,644         3,364,103         3,269,252         

Personnel Benefits 1,156,734         1,010,651         430,953            417,205            473,657            

Supplies 497,096            307,619            298,006            263,492            244,150            

Services 695,677            683,128            738,254            754,238            753,886            

Int Gov Srv 36,248              5,933                46                    113                  -                   

Capital Outlay -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Transfers-Out 232,900            637,384            823,469            870,083            779,328            

Total Expenditures 6,164,473         6,475,929         6,091,371         5,669,234         5,520,273         

Ending Cash and Investments 2,008,160         2,138,416         2,556,499         2,689,498         2,292,023         

ActualsCurrent Expense

/ General Fund

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 7,703,563         5,078,969         1,482,603         4,181                62,506              

Revenues 984,478            646,480            672,881            1,168,641         638,188            

Expenditures

Int Gov Srv 403                  -                   27                    4                      -                   

Debt Service - Principal 115,000            130,000            150,000            180,000            215,000            

Debt Service - Interest 435,412            437,939            434,063            429,213            423,138            

Capital Outlay 3,058,478         3,674,907         316,309            -                   -                   

Total Expenditures 3,609,293         4,242,846         900,398            609,216            638,138            

Ending Cash and Investments 5,078,969         1,482,603         4,181                62,506              62,556              

Bond Fund
Actuals
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Figure 44: CIF&R Capital Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

The following table depicts the Medical Expense Fund balance history. The fund was started in 

2011 and is funded via transfers from the Expense Fund.  

Figure 45: CIF&R Medical Expense Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

The Reserve Fund balance history from 2009 through 2013 for CIF&R is provided in the 

following table. 

Figure 46: CIF&R Reserve Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 6,742                3,310                22                    495,702            90,365              

Revenues 232,900            298,100            2,081,521         919,603            136,470            

Expenditures

Int Gov Srv -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Debt Service - Principal 139,810            187,567            158,491            136,065            117,309            

Debt Service - Interest 23,715              24,578              17,436              33,719              19,112              

Capital Outlay 72,933              89,243              1,409,905         1,155,165         -                   

Total Expenditures 236,458            301,387            1,585,832         1,324,949         136,421            

Ending Cash and Investments 3,310                22                    495,702            90,365              90,414              

Capital Fund
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments -                   -                   -                   10,762              75,103              

Revenues -                   -                   656,498            655,119            642,908            

Expenditures

Personnel Benefits -                   -                   631,517            590,778            639,096            

Transfers-Out -                   -                   14,218              -                   -                   

Total Expenditures -                   -                   645,735            590,778            639,096            

Ending Cash and Investments -                   -                   10,762              75,103              3,812                

Medical Expense Fund
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 1,052,354         1,058,487         1,414,238         795,828            732,302            

Revenues 6,353                355,751            1,378                977                  1,500                

Expenditures

Int Gov Srv -                   -                   87                    40                    -                   

Services 160                  -                   -                   -                   -                   

Reclassification & Allocations 1,294                -                   -                   -                   -                   

Debt Service - Interest 10,065              -                   -                   -                   -                   

Transfers-Out -                   -                   619,700            64,463              -                   

Total Expenditures 11,519              -                   619,787            64,503              -                   

Ending Cash and Investments 1,058,487         1,414,238         795,828            732,302            733,802            

Reserve Fund
Actuals
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Figure 47 depicts the Trust Fund balance history from 2009 through 2013 for CIF&R. 

Figure 47: CIF&R Trust Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

CIF&R Capital Replacement 

CIF&R has historically reviewed capital needs on an annual basis and has recently developed a 

five year capital and apparatus replacement plan. 

CIF&R Undefined Liabilities 

As of December 31, 2012, without any LEOFF 1 retirees, CIF&R has no unfunded liabilities.  

CIF&R Status Quo Financial Forecast, 2013 ï 2018 

Using assumptions outlined in the section entitled Economic Indicators, financial forecast 

projections were created for CIF&R. Future forecasts use the 2013 budget as the basis for all 

calculations. Any change made to the base data are identified in the section being reviewed. 

CIF&R AV Forecast 

Because data from the tax years of 2009 through 2013 were all reported losses of assessed 

value, and due to the fact that 2013 values are based on 2011 sales (prior to when home prices 

began to rise), this forecast uses the Camano Island home market data as well as the Seattle 

region Case/Shiller index as the basis for the following growth projections.  

The magnitude24 of CIF&R annual change in assessed value compared to the Case/Shiller 

Seattle region index averaged 96.0 percent between 2007 and 2011 and indicates a strong 

correlation between the Camano Island housing market and the greater Seattle region. 

Case/Shiller reported an 8.25 percent increase in median home prices from December 2011 to 

December 2012 for the Seattle region. However, several factors have been considered which 

limit growth of that magnitude, including the statutory limitations, lack of historical recovery data, 

and how it related to changes in assessed values, complexities in estimating new construction, 

                                                
24

 Magnitude is in absolute terms and is always positive regardless of the direction of change. 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 27,296              28,961              24,931              24,258              25,076              

Revenues 4,615                5,030                2,499                4,035                2,180                

Expenditures

Services 2,950                1,000                3,172                3,216                2,000                

Total Expenditures 2,950                1,000                3,172                3,216                2,000                

Ending Cash and Investments 28,961              24,932              24,258              25,076              25,076              

Trust Fund
Actuals
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and state assessed properties. Based on these factors, ESCI has taken a conservative 

approach with these projections. 

The forecast percent of growth for assessed value from 2014 through 2018 are shown in Figure 

48 below. These growth rates conservatively estimate the impact of new construction and state 

assessed properties; strong growth in either of these components would have considerable 

impact on these projections. 

Figure 48: CIF&R Five-Year Growth Projections, 2014 - 2018 

 

Figure 49 forecasts the change in the assessed value from 2014 through 2018 using the growth 

factors identified above. 

Figure 49: CIF&R Forecast Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2014 - 2018 

 

CIF&R Revenue Forecast 

Property taxes in Figure 50 were based on the 2013 budgeted amount and increased based on 

the corresponding growth rates from Figure 48. All other revenues use the 2013 budgeted 

amounts and have been inflated based on the ten-year average CPI-U of 2.35 percent. 

Year
Percent 

Change

2014 2.5%

2015 3.7%

2016 4.0%

2017 4.0%

2018 3.5%

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Base Fire Assessed Value 2,879,455,863    3,013,459,819    3,162,615,951    3,318,940,274    3,466,292,996    
% Change From Previous Year 2.5% 3.7% 4.0% 4.0% 3.5%

New Construction 26,484,175         27,517,057         28,672,774         30,135,085         31,671,975         

Total Fire Assessed Value 2,905,940,037    3,040,976,876    3,191,288,725    3,349,075,359    3,497,964,971    

Base EMS Assessed Value 3,073,064,500    3,214,231,975    3,371,418,994    3,536,095,438    3,691,048,592    
% Change From Previous Year 2.5% 3.7% 4.0% 4.0% 3.5%

New Construction 26,484,175         27,517,057         28,672,774         30,135,085         31,671,975         

Total EMS Assessed Value 3,099,548,674    3,241,749,032    3,400,091,767    3,566,230,523    3,722,720,566    

Expense Levy Rate 1.1038               1.0753               1.0445               1.0147               0.9904               

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

EMS Levy Rate 0.5000               0.5000               0.5000               0.4857               0.4741               

Bond Levy Rate -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Total Rate 1.6038               1.5753               1.5445               1.5004               1.4645               

Forecast
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Figure 50: CIF&R Forecast Revenue, 2014 - 2018 

 

CIF&R Expenditure Forecast 

All expenditures are based on 2013 budgeted amounts. Personnel Benefits have been 

increased by 8.0 percent to account for uncertainty in health care and pension expense 

increases, all other expenditures were forecast using the ten-year average CPI of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 51 reflects forecasted expenses through 2018. 

Figure 51: CIF&R Forecast Expense Fund Expenses, 2014 - 2018 

 

CIF&R Fund Balance Forecast 

Figure 52 depicts CIF&R forecast Expense Fund balance. 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Current Expense Levy 3,177,796          3,239,532          3,302,604          3,366,769          3,432,229          

C.E. - New Construction Levy 29,662               30,372               30,831               31,477               32,137               

EMS Levy 1,536,532          1,607,116          1,685,709          1,717,046          1,749,435          

EMS - New Construction Levy 13,242               13,759               14,336               15,068               15,383               

Total General Property Taxes 4,757,232          4,890,779          5,033,481          5,130,361          5,229,184          

Timber Harvest Taxes 512                   524                   536                   549                   562                   

Excise Taxes 512                   524                   536                   549                   562                   

Federal Grants -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

State Grants 3,275                 3,352                 3,431                 3,512                 3,595                 

Charges For Services 444,843             455,308             466,020             476,984             488,205             

Interest & Other Earnings 2,047                 2,095                 2,145                 2,195                 2,247                 

Rents, Leases & Concessions 2,559                 2,619                 2,681                 2,744                 2,808                 

Contributions & Donations -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Miscellaneous Revenues 15,353               15,714               16,084               16,462               16,849               

Total Revenue 5,226,333          5,370,916          5,524,913          5,633,354          5,744,012          

Revenue
Forecast

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Salaries and Wages 3,039,107          3,110,606          3,183,786          3,258,689          3,335,353          

Personnel Benefits 367,538             396,941             428,696             462,992             500,031             

Supplies 249,894             255,773             261,790             267,949             274,253             

Services 771,622             789,775             808,356             827,373             846,838             

Int Gov Srv -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Capital Outlay -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Transfers-Out 743,531             794,908             850,204             909,729             973,816             

Total Expenditure 5,171,692          5,348,003          5,532,833          5,726,732          5,930,292          

Expenditure
Forecast
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Figure 52: CIF&R Forecast Expense Fund Balance, 2014 - 2018 

 

A minimum of $2,000,000 is needed to start each year (Ending Cash and Investments) in order 

to cover expenses from the first quarter of the following year until tax revenue is received. 

 
Snohomish County Fire District #15 

Snohomish #15 Debt 

Snohomish #15 currently has no outstanding debt. 

Snohomish #15 AV History 

Between 2009 and 2013 Snohomish #15 lost 31.7 percent of its total assessed value. During 

the same period the Expense levy rate increased 57.3 percent to $1.4189 in 2013. Figure 53 

illustrates Snohomish #15 total assessed value and levy rates for 2009 through 2013. 

Figure 53: Snohomish #15 Historical Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #15 Revenue History 

Snohomish #15 total revenue grew by 10.4 percent from 2009 to 2013. Over the same period 

contributions and donations have ranged between 27.9 percent and 32.5 percent of the total 

revenue. The loss of these contributions and donations would have considerable impact of 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Beginning Cash and Investments 2,292,023          2,346,663          2,369,576          2,361,656          2,268,279          

Revenues 5,226,333          5,370,916          5,524,913          5,633,354          5,744,012          

Expenditures

Salaries and Wages 3,039,107          3,110,606          3,183,786          3,258,689          3,335,353          

Personnel Benefits 367,538             396,941             428,696             462,992             500,031             

Supplies 249,894             255,773             261,790             267,949             274,253             

Services 771,622             789,775             808,356             827,373             846,838             

Int Gov Srv -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Capital Outlay -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Transfers-Out 743,531             794,908             850,204             909,729             973,816             

Total Expenditures 5,171,692          5,348,003          5,532,833          5,726,732          5,930,292          

Ending Cash and Investments 2,346,663          2,369,576          2,361,656          2,268,279          2,081,999          

Current Expense

/ General Fund

Forecast

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total Assessed Value 455,888,687   418,717,265   379,035,895   346,503,930   311,276,588    

% Change From Previous Year -8.2% -9.5% -8.6% -10.2%

Expense Levy Rate 0.9022           1.0007           1.1183           1.2410           1.4189            

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                -                -                -                -                 

EMS Levy Rate 0.2500           0.2500           0.2500           0.2500           0.2500            

Bond Levy Rate -                -                -                -                -                 

Total Rate 1.1522           1.2507           1.3683           1.4910           1.6689            
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Snohomish #15 operating budget. Figure 54 illustrates Snohomish #15 revenue history between 

2009 and 2013. 

Figure 54: Snohomish #15 Revenue History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #15 Expenditure History 

Figure 55 depicts Snohomish #15 expense history between 2009 and 2013. Total expenses 

grew by 20.0 percent between 2009 and 2013, outpacing revenues growth by nearly double 

over the same period. 

Figure 55: Snohomish #15 Expense History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Figure 56: Snohomish #15 Expense Fund Expenditures (as Percent of Total), 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #15 Fund Balance History 

Figure 57 illustrates Snohomish #15 Expense Fund balance history between 2009 and 2013. 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

General Property Taxes 524,473         520,101         507,216         522,069         517,898          

Timber Harvest Taxes 40                 112                75                 -                -                 

State Grants 1,726             2,186             1,738             1,534             1,208              

Fire Control Services 30,937           7,345             23,765           86,575           69,554            

Interest & Other Earnings 2,044             602                446                426                300                 

Rents, Leases & Concessions 10,720           11,042           11,373           11,714           12,100            

Contributions & Donations 220,000         260,200         260,100         270,400         270,400          

Total Revenue 789,940         801,588         804,713         892,718         871,460          

Revenue
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 193,319         211,402         412,914         427,253         440,482          

Personnel Benefits 75,827           86,451           78,832           76,721           83,370            

Supplies 52,319           44,794           47,719           64,731           59,630            

Services 336,293         329,422         141,275         184,755         228,238          

Int Gov Srv 966                -                1,208             -                1,500              

Capital Outlay 19,083           50,411           -                -                -                 

Total Expenditure 677,807         722,480         681,948         753,460         813,220          

Expenditure
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 28.5% 29.3% 60.5% 56.7% 54.2%

Personnel Benefits 11.2% 12.0% 11.6% 10.2% 10.3%

Supplies 7.7% 6.2% 7.0% 8.6% 7.3%

Services 49.6% 45.6% 20.7% 24.5% 28.1%

Int Gov Srv 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2%

Capital Outlay 2.8% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total Expenditure 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Expenditure
Actuals
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Figure 57: Snohomish #15 Expense Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #15 Other Funds 

Currently Snohomish #15 only has an Expense Fund. 

Snohomish #15 Capital Replacement 

Currently, Snohomish #15 does not have a capital replacement plan. 

Snohomish #15 Undefined Liabilities 

As of December 31, 2012, without any LEOFF 1 retirees, Snohomish #15 has no unfunded 

liabilities. 

Snohomish #15 Status Quo Financial Forecast, 2013 ï 2018 

Using assumptions outlined in the section entitled Economic Indicators, financial forecast 

projections were created for Snohomish #15. Future forecasts use the 2013 budget as the basis 

for all calculations. Any change made to the base data are identified in the section being 

reviewed. 

Snohomish #15 AV Forecast 

Because data from the tax years of 2009 through 2013 were all reported losses of assessed 

value, and due to the fact that 2013 values are based on 2011 sales (prior to when home prices 

began to rise), this forecast uses the Tulalip Bay home market data as well as the Seattle region 

Case/Shiller index as the basis for the following growth projections.  

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 252,232         253,418         272,796         396,556         535,814          

Revenues 790,410         806,534         805,721         892,718         871,460          

Expenditures

Salaries and Wages 193,319         211,402         412,914         427,253         440,482          

Personnel Benefits 75,827           86,451           78,832           76,721           83,370            

Supplies 52,319           44,794           47,719           64,731           59,630            

Services 336,293         329,422         141,275         184,755         228,238          

Int Gov Srv 966                -                1,208             -                1,500              

Capital Outlay 19,083           50,411           -                -                -                 

Total Expenditures 677,807         722,480         681,948         753,460         813,220          

Ending Cash and Investments 253,418         272,796         396,556         535,814         594,054          

Current Expense

/ General Fund

Actuals
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The magnitude25 of Snohomish #15ôs annual change in assessed value compared to the 

Case/Shiller Seattle region index averaged 97.3 percent between 2007 and 2011, and indicates 

a very strong correlation between the Tulalip Bay housing market and the greater Seattle 

region. Case/Shiller reported an 8.25 percent increase in median home prices from December 

2011 to December 2012 for the Seattle region. However, several factors have been considered 

which limit growth of that magnitude, they are: the statutory limitations, lack of historical 

recovery data, and how it related to changes in assessed values, complexities in estimating new 

construction and state assessed properties. Based on these factors ESCI has taken a 

conservative approach with these projections. 

The forecast percent of growth for assessed value from 2014 through 2018 are shown in the 

following figure. These growth rates conservatively estimate the impact of new construction and 

state assessed properties, strong growth in either of these components would have 

considerable impact on these projections. 

Figure 58: Snohomish #15 Five-Year Growth Projection, 2014 - 2018 

 

Figure 59 forecasts the change in the assessed value from 2014 through 2018 using the growth 

factors identified above. 

                                                
25

 Magnitude is in absolute terms and is always positive regardless of the direction of change. 

Year
Percent 

Change

2014 2.7%

2015 4.1%

2016 4.4%

2017 4.3%

2018 3.8%
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Figure 59: Snohomish #15 Forecast Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2014 - 2018 

 

Snohomish #15 Revenue Forecast 

Property taxes in Figure 60 are based on the 2013 budgeted amount and increased based on 

the corresponding growth rates from Figure 58. All other revenues use the 2013 budgeted 

amounts and have been inflated based on the ten-year average CPI-U of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 60: Snohomish #15 Forecast Revenue, 2014 - 2018 

 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Base Fire Assessed Value 311,276,588     311,276,588     311,276,588     311,276,588     311,276,588     
% Change From Previous Year 2.7% 4.1% 4.4% 4.3% 3.8%

New Construction 1,917,948         1,996,584         2,084,434         2,194,909         2,311,239         

Total Fire Assessed Value 313,194,536     313,273,172     313,361,022     313,471,497     313,587,827     

Base EMS Assessed Value 328,849,393     344,328,802     361,563,703     379,285,006     395,976,152     
% Change From Previous Year 2.7% 4.1% 4.4% 4.3% 3.8%

New Construction 1,917,948         1,996,584         2,084,434         2,194,909         2,311,239         

Total EMS Assessed Value 330,767,341     346,325,386     363,648,136     381,479,915     398,287,390     

Expense Levy Rate 1.3955             1.3726             1.3500             1.3278             1.3060             

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

EMS Levy Rate 0.2500             0.2500             0.2500             0.2500             0.2500             

Bond Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Rate 1.6455             1.6226             1.6000             1.5778             1.5560             

Forecast

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Current Expense Levy 446,085            453,294            460,641            468,137            475,812            

C.E. - New Construction Levy 2,721               2,786               2,861               2,963               3,069               

EMS Levy 80,851             82,144             83,470             84,831             86,233             

EMS - New Construction Levy 479                  499                  521                  549                  578                  

Total General Property Taxes 530,137            538,724            547,493            556,480            565,692            

Timber Harvest Taxes -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

State Grants 1,236               1,266               1,295               1,326               1,357               

Fire Control Services 71,190             72,865             74,579             76,334             78,130             

Interest & Other Earnings 307                  314                  322                  329                  337                  

Rents, Leases & Concessions 12,385             12,676             12,974             13,279             13,592             

Contributions & Donations 276,761            283,273            289,937            296,758            303,740            

Total Revenue 892,017            909,118            926,601            944,507            962,847            

Revenue
Forecast
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Snohomish #15 Expenditure Forecast 

Figure 61: Snohomish #15 Forecast Expenses, 2014 - 2018 

 

All expenditures are based on 2013 budgeted amounts. Personnel Benefits have been 

increased by 8.0 percent to account for uncertainty in health care and pension expense 

increases, all other expenditures were forecast using the ten-year average CPI of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 61 reflects forecasted expenses through 2018. 

Snohomish #15 Fund Balance Forecast 

Figure 62 depicts Snohomish #15 forecast fund balance from 2014 through 2018. 

Figure 62: Snohomish #15 Expense Fund Balance Forecast, 2014 - 2018 

 

  

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Salaries and Wages 450,845          461,452          472,308          483,419          494,792          

Personnel Benefits 90,039            97,242            105,022          113,424          122,498          

Supplies 61,033            62,469            63,938            65,443            66,982            

Services 233,608          239,103          244,729          250,486          256,379          

Int Gov Srv 1,535              1,571              1,608              1,646              1,685              

Capital Outlay -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

Total Expenditure 837,060          861,838          887,605          914,418          942,336          

Expenditure
Forecast

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Beginning Cash and Investments 594,054            649,011            696,291            735,287            765,376            

Revenues 892,017            909,118            926,601            944,507            962,847            

Expenditures

Salaries and Wages 450,845            461,452            472,308            483,419            494,792            

Personnel Benefits 90,039             97,242             105,022            113,424            122,498            

Supplies 61,033             62,469             63,938             65,443             66,982             

Services 233,608            239,103            244,729            250,486            256,379            

Int Gov Srv 1,535               1,571               1,608               1,646               1,685               

Capital Outlay -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Expenditures 837,060            861,838            887,605            914,418            942,336            

Ending Cash and Investments 649,011            696,291            735,287            765,376            785,887            

Current Expense

/ General Fund

Forecast
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Snohomish County Fire District #19 

Snohomish #19 Debt 

The following table depicts Snohomish #19 debt service requirements from 2013 to 2028. The 

first group, labeled ñLTGOò for Limited Tax General Obligation debt, consists of non-voted debt 

from 2005 in the amount of $241,389 for a fire engine, from 2007 in the amount of $132,802 for 

a command vehicle, and $155,000 for the purchase of an aid car and supporting equipment. 

The second group, labeled ñ1998 UTGOò for Unlimited Tax General Obligation Bonds, was used 

to build Station #1. The third group, labeled ñ2008 Bondsò, was used to build Station #2.  

Figure 63: Snohomish #19 Debt Service Requirements, 2013 - 2028 

 

Snohomish #19 AV History 

Between 2009 and 2013 Snohomish #19 lost 37.7 percent of its total assessed value. During 

the same period the Expense levy rate increased 34.1 percent to $1.50 (including non-voted 

bonds) in 2013. Figure 64 illustrates Snohomish #19 total assessed value and levy rates for 

2009 through 2013. 

Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal Interest Total

2013 85,052$     7,750$       80,000$     30,053$     75,000$       59,813$     240,052$     97,616$     337,668$     

2014 88,545       4,258         85,000       26,053       75,000         56,813       248,545       87,124       335,669       

2015 18,307       1,357         95,000       21,803       75,000         53,813       188,307       76,973       265,280       

2016 19,073       591           100,000     17,005       75,000         50,813       194,073       68,409       262,482       

2017 110,000     11,905       75,000         47,438       185,000       59,343       244,343       

2018 120,000     6,240         75,000         44,063       195,000       50,303       245,303       

2019 75,000         40,688       75,000         40,688       115,688       

2020 75,000         36,750       75,000         36,750       111,750       

2021 75,000         32,813       75,000         32,813       107,813       

2022 75,000         28,875       75,000         28,875       103,875       

2023 75,000         24,938       75,000         24,938       99,938         

2024 75,000         21,000       75,000         21,000       96,000         

2025 75,000         16,800       75,000         16,800       91,800         

2026 75,000         12,600       75,000         12,600       87,600         

2027 75,000         8,400         75,000         8,400         83,400         

2028 75,000         4,200         75,000         4,200         79,200         

Total 210,977$   13,956$     590,000$   113,059$   1,200,000$  539,817$   2,000,977$   666,832$   2,667,809$   

LTGO 

(Apparatus)

1998 UTGO

(Station #1)

2008 Bonds

(Station #2)
Grand Totals



Arlington Region, Washington 
Cooperative Efforts Feasibility Study 

 

Page 90  

Figure 64: Snohomish #19 Historical Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #19 Revenue History 

Figure 65 shows Snohomish #19 revenue history. Between 2009 and 2013 total revenue 

decreased 11.1 percent.  

Figure 65: Snohomish #19 Revenue History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #19 Expenditure History 

Figure 66 depicts Snohomish #19 expense history between 2009 and 2013. Total expenses 

grew by 7.9 percent between 2009 and 2013, far outpacing revenue growth. 

Figure 66: Snohomish #19 Expense History, 2009 - 2013 

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total  C.E. Assessed Value 515,748,942     418,481,080     381,117,041     338,180,272     321,071,551     

Total EMS Assessed Value 541,097,742     437,563,980     395,218,341     347,821,872     330,101,451     

% Change From Previous Year -18.9% -8.9% -11.3% -5.1%

New Construction 10,097,800       3,305,700         3,223,560         3,288,700         -                   

Expense Levy Rate 1.1188             1.2003             1.2561             1.2462             1.2330             

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate -                   0.2053             0.2259             0.2538             0.2670             

EMS Levy Rate 0.3438             0.4334             0.5000             0.5000             0.5000             

Bond Levy Rate 0.4646             0.5411             0.6267             0.7083             0.7133             

M&O Levy Rate -                   -                   -                   -                   0.5995             

Total Rate 1.9271             2.3800             2.6087             2.7083             3.3128             

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total General Property Taxes 755,801            778,046            763,777            683,695            843,721            

Transport 23,190             59,404             17,406             111,357            30,000             

Tax Adjustments 201                  613                  847                  681                  586                  

Interest Adjustments & Other 282                  45                    (9)                    37                    89                    

Transfers-In -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Revenue 779,474            838,108            782,020            795,770            874,395            

Revenue
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 282,780            309,819            322,101            289,038            281,850            

Personnel Benefits 23,407             23,661             25,346             30,246             43,800             

Supplies 105,948            92,809             166,181            117,305            137,910            

Services 212,586            206,169            116,673            159,477            146,646            

Capital Outlay 64,559             25,000             -                   30,000             30,000             

Tranfers-Out 119,000            85,927             86,087             174,571            85,740             

Total Expenditure 808,279            743,386            716,388            800,638            725,946            

Expenditure
Actuals
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Figure 67: Snohomish #19 Expense History (as Percentages of Total), 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #19 Fund Balance History 

Figure 68 illustrates Snohomish #19 Expense Fund balance history between 2009 and 2013. 

Figure 68: Snohomish #19 Expense Fund Balance History, 2009 - 2013 

 

Snohomish #19 Other Funds 

In addition to the Expense Fund Snohomish #19 also has the following Funds: Bond, Capital, 

M&O. Balance history and summary information for these funds is not available. 

Snohomish #19 Capital Replacement 

Currently, Snohomish #19 has an apparatus replacement schedule that runs out to 2027. 

Snohomish #19 Undefined Liabilities 

As of December 31, 2012, without any LEOFF 1 retirees, Snohomish #19 has no unfunded 

liabilities. 

Snohomish #19 Status Quo Financial Forecast, 2013 ï 2018 

Using assumptions outlined in the section entitled Economic Indicators, financial forecast 

projections were created for Snohomish #19. Future forecasts use the 2013 budget as the basis 

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Salaries and Wages 35.0% 41.7% 45.0% 36.1% 38.8%

Personnel Benefits 2.9% 3.2% 3.5% 3.8% 6.0%

Supplies 13.1% 12.5% 23.2% 14.7% 19.0%

Services 26.3% 27.7% 16.3% 19.9% 20.2%

Capital Outlay 8.0% 3.4% 0.0% 3.7% 4.1%

Tranfers-Out 14.7% 11.6% 12.0% 21.8% 11.8%

Total Expenditure 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Expenditure
Actuals

Budget

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Beginning Cash and Investments 390,585            361,780            456,503            522,135            517,267            

Revenues 779,474            838,108            782,020            795,770            874,395            

Expenditures

Salaries and Wages 282,780            309,819            322,101            289,038            281,850            

Personnel Benefits 23,407             23,661             25,346             30,246             43,800             

Supplies 105,948            92,809             166,181            117,305            137,910            

Services 212,586            206,169            116,673            159,477            146,646            

Capital Outlay 64,559             25,000             -                   30,000             30,000             

Tranfers-Out 119,000            85,927             86,087             174,571            85,740             

Total Expenditures 808,279            743,386            716,388            800,638            725,946            

Ending Cash and Investments 361,780            456,503            522,135            517,267            665,716            

Current Expense

/ General Fund

Actuals
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for all calculations. Any change made to the base data are identified in the section being 

reviewed. 

Snohomish #19 AV Forecast 

Because data from the tax years of 2009 through 2012 were all reported losses of assessed 

value, and due to the fact that 2013 values are based on 2011 sales (prior to when home prices 

began to rise), and Silvana home market data was not available, leaving only the Seattle region 

Case/Shiller index and assessed value history as the basis for the following growth projections.  

The magnitude26 of Snohomish #19 annual change in assessed value compared to the 

Case/Shiller Seattle region index averaged 97.5 percent between 2007 and 2011, and indicates 

a very strong correlation between the Silvana market and the greater Seattle region. 

Case/Shiller reported an 8.25 percent increase in median home prices from December 2011 to 

December 2012 for the Seattle region. However, several factors have been considered which 

limit growth of that magnitude, they are: the statutory limitations, lack of historical recovery data, 

and how it related to changes in assessed values, complexities in estimating new construction 

and state assessed properties. Based on these factors ESCI has taken a conservative approach 

with these projections. 

The forecast percent of growth for assessed value from 2014 through 2018 are shown in the 

following table Figure 69. These growth rates conservatively estimate the impact of new 

construction and state assessed properties, strong growth in either of these components would 

have considerable impact on these projections. 

Figure 69: Snohomish #19 Five-Year Growth Projections, 2014 - 2018 

 

Figure 70 forecasts the change in the assessed value from 2014 through 2018 using the growth 

factors identified above. 

                                                
26

 Magnitude is in absolute terms and is always positive regardless of the direction of change. 

Year
Percent 

Change

2014 1.4%

2015 2.2%

2016 2.3%

2017 2.3%

2018 2.0%
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Figure 70: Snohomish #19 Forecast Assessed Value and Levy Rates, 2014 - 2018 

 

Snohomish #19 Revenue Forecast 

Figure 71: Snohomish #19 Forecast Revenue, 2014 - 2018 

 

Property taxes in Figure 71 were based on the 2013 budgeted amount and increased based on 

the corresponding growth rates from Figure 69.  

Snohomish #19 Expenditure Forecast 

All expenditures are based on 2013 budgeted amounts. Personnel Benefits have been 

increased by 8.0 percent to account for uncertainty in health care and pension expense 

increases, all other expenditures were forecast using the ten-year average CPI of 2.35 percent. 

Figure 72 reflects forecasted expenses through 2018. 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Base Fire Assessed Value 325,245,481     332,788,870     340,493,312     348,368,854     356,415,760     
% Change From Previous Year 1.3% 1.9% 2.1% 2.0% 1.8%

New Construction 3,272,653         3,334,834         3,404,865         3,472,963         3,535,476         

Total Fire Assessed Value 328,518,134     336,123,704     343,898,177     351,841,816     359,951,236     

Base EMS Assessed Value 325,245,481     332,788,870     340,493,312     348,368,854     356,415,760     
% Change From Previous Year 1.3% 1.9% 2.1% 2.0% 1.8%

New Construction 3,272,653         3,334,834         3,404,865         3,472,963         3,535,476         

Total EMS Assessed Value 328,518,134     336,123,704     343,898,177     351,841,816     359,951,236     

Expense Levy Rate 1.2327             1.4466             1.4466             1.5000             1.5000             

Non-Voter Bond Levy Rate 0.2673             0.0534             0.0534             -                   -                   

EMS Levy Rate 0.5000             0.5000             0.5000             0.5000             0.5000             

Bond Levy Rate 0.7131             0.6996             0.6849             0.6712             0.6591             

M&O Levy Rate 0.5842             -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Rate 3.2973             2.6996             2.6849             2.6712             2.6591             

Forecast

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Current Expense Levy 401,409            481,323            492,393            522,316            532,762            

C.E. - New Construction Levy 4,035               4,111               4,925               5,024               5,303               

EMS Levy 167,361            171,043            174,977            179,002            182,582            

EMS - New Construction Levy 1,636               1,667               1,702               1,736               1,768               

Non-Voter Bond Levy 86,941             17,771             18,179             -                   -                   

M&O Levy 190,000            -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total General Property Taxes 851,383            675,915            692,178            708,078            722,415            

Transport 30,706             31,428             32,168             32,924             33,699             

Tax Adjustments 599                  613                  628                  643                  658                  

Interest Adjustments & Other 91                    93                    95                    97                    100                  

Transfers-In -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Revenue 882,779            708,050            725,069            741,743            756,871            

Revenue
Forecast
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Figure 72: Snohomish #19 Forecast Expenses, 2014 - 2018 

 

Snohomish #19 Fund Balance Forecast 

Figure 73 illustrates Snohomish #19 Expense Fund forecast balance from 2014 to 2018. 

Figure 73: Snohomish #19 Forecast Expense Fund Balance, 2014 - 2018 

 

 
Snohomish County Fire District #21 

Snohomish #21 Debt 

Currently Snohomish #21 has no outstanding debt.  

Snohomish #21 Assessed Value History  

Figure 74 depicts Snohomish #21 historical assessed value and levy rates. Between 2009 and 

2013 Snohomish #21ôs total assessed value decreased by 35.2 percent. The resulting impact 

increased the Expense Levy rate by 66.5 percent of the same five-year period, keeping in mind 

that the non-voter Bond levy rates are included under the Expense levy category. 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Salaries and Wages 288,481            295,268            302,214            309,324            316,601            

Personnel Benefits 47,304             51,088             55,175             59,589             64,357             

Supplies 141,154            144,475            147,874            151,353            154,914            

Services 150,096            153,627            157,241            160,941            164,727            

Capital Outlay 30,706             31,428             32,168             32,924             33,699             

Tranfers-Out 86,941             17,771             18,179             -                   -                   

Total Expenditure 744,682            693,657            712,852            714,131            734,298            

Expenditure
Forecast


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































